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CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

-- καὶ (ante ἀληθειας) pe ς 
(Boh has the usual mere 4ΕΘΆΛΗΙ, but sah pr gee. 

Neither use oso, here.) = 
ὁ εὐπὴων (pro ον εὐπον) B*C* and δὲ" (Orig?) and W-H 
txt (non R.Y. Sod). Both coptics have “and crieth out saying” 
(εὐ gee0oc). Taking verses 14 and 15 together there is 
some significance attaching to these things. Tisch does not 
quote copt for εἰπων. Atany rate the community of origin of B 
and copt is established (as against others) by verse 16 ini where 

ort init (for καὶ of many) is also the reading of the coptics. 

ov oup τι NAELas εἰ B" vid (variant al.) : 
>eoTiy yeypaupevov (pro yeyp. ἐστιν) ΒΡ cum Sod et Chr 
Cyr (Epiph ἣν yeyp.), but against all the rest, and Oxyr®*’ 
γεγράμμενος (Sic) ἐστιν. 
τρισιν» nu. (~ev) ΒΡ ef [W-H] Ογίρ δ Tert 1/2 Ambrst 
(cf. sah), but against all others and Clem Orig*+ Eus Chr Cyr 
Tren™ (Eyst 47 with Ign δια tprav ἡμερων). 

(‘Thereagainst in verse 20 B has ev with the mass and δὲ a ὁ 
omit with Clem.] 
ev τῶ πάσχα τὴ εορτὴ (—ev sec.) Be 

Tov υἱὸν (-- τοῦ ἀξ ΒΝ soli (εἰ W-H, non R.V. Sod) Not 
even Τὶ or T° nor V nor 892 nor Paris” nor even 33 omits in 
this important place; nor ὦ which begins again just here. In 

᾿ fact syr sin insists thus: “ His Son His only,” and sah “ His 

Son His only Son,” and Tertullian is clear. 
Having once stated this in verse 16, there is not 80 much 

harm in omitting avrou in verse 17 ag do NBLT’W fam 1 22 
262 2P¢ (Sod) Sod" Cyr Ath. 

. πτὸ πνευμα B* et h**? syr sin? soli vid 
iv. 5. 

. πῇ γυνὴ B and syr sin only (see under Syriac). 

Ἔτω (ante lwrnd) NB soli vid [W-H] 

W-H itzt omit then alone with B. &.V. and Sod restore it. 
N* substitutes ἐκείνη for ἢ γυνη. 

. συνῆλθον ovr (pro ws ovv συνηλθο) B* of. ὁ inter latt. 
. da τὴν λαλιὰν cov B= cum Orig’, contra 8° reli pl δια τὴν 

σὴν λαλέαν et Orig ex Heracl. (δια τὴν σὴν μαρτυριαν S*D ὁ dl 7) 

ἤλθεν ovp παλιν εν cava (pro nr. οὖν Tar. εἰς THY Kava) 

B™ (nec mutav. correct.) cum N Sod***“, See under “ Change 
without Improvement.” 
τὴν wpay εκεινην (—Tap avtwv) B" eum boh®, NACDKUTI 
and W have τὴν ὡρᾶν rap avrwr, 

and LI'AA wne' have sap αὐτῶν την wpav with Chr Cyr. (Sod! * 
τὴν wav, — Tap αὐτῶν but without ἐκείνην which B has.) 

ibid jin. αὐτὴν (pro avtov), of the boy, by BA, simply an érror, I 
might point out that even here B has the countenance of 
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sin another Ms, yet it is an error common to both (avto 892). 
Instead of grasping therefore at any support for B readings, 
and where support is found, of adopting them, let us be a 
little more circumspect. 

The prophecy which I adventured on page 12 has come 
true. Observe that von Soden’s witness ὃ 371 (a Ms at Sinai 
No. 260) now supports B’s hitherto unique θροηθεντες in 
Luke xxiv. 37, and that Sod? (a Ms at Athos, Pantel. 28) 

supports B’s theft in John ix. 6 of ἐπέθηκεν (for ἐπεχρισεν) from 
verse 15. See also John viii. 59 -- δε B now supported by W. 

tv. 7. πρὸς ἐμου (pro προ evov) BL only and Sé. 1550 txt. This 

seems to destroy the sense and give the opposite sense. See 
Winer (Moulton edition, p. 467). 

W-H reject all the last seven readings which I have cited 
for B. 

14. --ο (ante Incous) B et [W-H] 

17. —Incous NBW 314 892 Sod*#) (male ἀφ 1379 Ὁ 
= Laura*') soli vid et W-H]. (The aeth inserts Dom. Jesus 
after et respondit et dixit iis, q has et respondit lis Jesus.) 
Otherwise all mss and versions have it in an early position. 

19. —o enaovs Β c** Evst 47 Tert. This time 
without the agreement of LW or 892. In square brackets in 
W-H. No versions omit here either. 

But then if Tert is to be of weight here, why not at verse 25 where 

he omits (both in Prax and Res) καὶ νυν ἐστιν with δὲ and a b, but as B 

does not do it, Westcott and Hort fail to exhibit this “‘ shorter” text even 

in their margin. Had B joined here for omission they would of course 
have left it out. Can anything be clearer that it is B and nothing else 
but B which they consider “ neutral.” 

Observe again verse 37: καὶ xptow εδωκεν avtw εξουσιαν move by S 
alone (for καὶ εξουσιαν ebwxev avtw κρισιν ποιειν) is exactly the method of 
Tert™** “ et judicium dedit illi facere in potestate.” This may be wrong, 
if you will, but in the next verse but one, verse 29, W-H avail of a 
‘“‘nicety ἡ of B alone of Greeks, as it is supported by Tert and sahae ff 
Aug (against Iren'™) to omit δὲ in the second of the pair of clauses, 
printing o ra davda instead of o δὲ ta φαυλα of all other authorities. 
The new ms W has καὶ οἱ for ot δὲ (with m bok" syr arm Iren'™). We 

come back to the same old thing of some marginal remark in the parent 
of these Egyptian copies which led to change. 

< v.45. προς tov marepa (post o κατηγορων υμω)  B* inter omn. 

On the other hand observe syr cu (alone of the versions) omits 

+ This must be a “sunspot” according to Souter (‘Text and Canon,’ 1918, p. 22). 
ἡ Little things,” however, “‘ show how the wind blows.” 
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προς Tov Tatepa occurring previously, and deletes it altogether 
from the verse, as only Ambr'®, 
See under “ Order.” 
See under “ Form.” 
-- του (ante Peov) B258 Cyr | W-H | (cf. copt). Here thearticle 
seems to be needed. ὃδὲ Sod’? and Syn™ substitute τὸν πατρὸς 
in reduplication of the beginning ovy ot: tov matepa ewp., and 
where some Chr codd substitute on the other hand τὸν θεὸν 
while ND a ὃ ἃ ὁ substitute τὸν θεὸν for τὸν πάτερα at the end 
of the verse. (Hvan 248 Sod*™* aaa map avrov for 
mapa tov θεου). 

. αἀποθνησκη (pro αποθανὴ rell omn et Orig Thdt) B Eus W-H 

mg (τεθνηξεται ClemT™edt ἀπόληται V) 
Ὅς =o (ante Incous) Bet [W-H] 
. εξ ovpavov (pro ex του ovpavov) BCT 892 Sod'* (et W-H) but 

against all others and Orig Hus Cyr. 
. Ingous (—9) B et [W-H] 
. See under “ Coptic.”’ 

\6. παρεστιν (pro ἐστιν) B*' See under “ Improvement.” 
. ove (pro οὐχὶ ἘΣ 

3. +6 (ante ανθρωποςὺ BN Sod"? 33 p** 597 Sod?™ [non 
al. vid.] [W-H ] 

. See under “ Coptic.” 
. προς ene (pro προς pe) B 

(Om. προς με SD ὃ ἃ ὁ Cypr Viet Aug 2/3 Tisch) 
init. ove (pro oux vel οὐχὶ B*N soli 
: (ovy LT Orig W-H; reil ovye) 

ἴησους (— ὃ Be + 1 

ἴησους (-- 9) Β (52 | Cf. δὲ vii. 16 Ἰησοὺυς (-- ὁ SB 88 
Ιησους (-- ὁ) Β 814 ; Cyr soli et (W-H) 

Ιησους (-- ὁ) Β 

ibid. ποιεῖτε © B 604 #f vg (seq. eore) ef W-H txt Cf. Orig 

142. 
ibid. 
58. 
59. 

1X6, le 
27. 

35. 
t41. 

qut lectt in commune habet. 
Inaovs (= ὁ) B Sea'® 

+6 (antewatnp) ΒΒ" 

Ιησους (— ὁ BC e** Paris” ef W-H 

— δὲ BW soli cum vg® [non W-H | 
See under “ Homoioteleuton.” 
+ouv post τι δ cum aeth et georg et boh"™ (et W-H marg) 
See under “ Coptic.” 
Ιησους (— δ) NB οὐ W-H 

Ιησους (πὸ ΒΒ 

t Inall these cases W-H insist tipon enclosing ὁ in square brackets in their text. 
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Joho 

: x. 1. >upwreyo ΒΡ cum pers contra Mss omn et verss rell et 

contra Clem Chr Cyr Orig™ et Lascif. 

7. Ιησους (—6) 3B 118 [non fam] εἰ [W-H] 
>upw λέγω Β΄“ pers ut solet again, showing that in verse 1 
it is absolutely premeditate. Icannot fathom the reason for it. 

In a dozen instances previously in this Gospel B has made no 

change; nor does he change on the next occasions at xii. 24, xiii. 16, 20, 

but at xiii. 21 he writes again ὑμὶν Aeyw (against Orig** and Ath al.) and 

none of Soden’s sympathetic Mss join B either at x. 1, 7, or at xiii. 21; at 

xiv. 12, however, he leaves Xeyw ὑμῖν alone as at xvi. 20, 23; nor does he 

seem ever to vary εγώ cor on the half dozen occasions where this occurs 

except at Luke xxiii. 43, where BC*L arm pers have ἀμὴν σοι λέγω. 
Observe Origen with ΜΓ ΔΙ latt for ὑμῖν λέγω at Matt xxi, 27, and W 

alone at Matt xviii. 19 for ὑμὲν Neyo. The noteworthy thing about B in 

Matthew is that he uses the order avtw εἰπὲν with pers in xv. 15, and 

soon after at xvi. 4 has ate: for Syre: alone of Greeks with pers'™ arab™. 

Of. δὲ pers soli Matt xviii, 19 αὐτοῖς γενησεται. All in the same Semitic 
Gospel and W and & in the same chapter and verse in different 
phrases. (Cf, Lue xii. 22 where ὑμῖν λέγω is probably original). 

John 

x. 18. ταυτὴν evtodny (pro ταύτην τὴν εντολην) B* cum Sod, 

(Error ex homoiotel. vel ex lat.) 

23. Incovs (--ὃ B 
25. Ἰησους (—0) B et [W-H] 

82. > πολλα epya εδειξα υμιν cada B*' vid cum Sod™ (Patmos 92) 

This order is otherwise unique among theGreeks. NAKAILY Azh ete. 

Sod™ have πολλὰ epya cada εδειξα vv, DLUXVA and most have πολλὰ 

kaha epya εδειξα viv, while W 220 Evst 54 6 gat syr sin Tert Thdt omit 

καλα, and 127 and 245 Epiph omit egya. The omission of καλὰ by W 220 
Evst 54 b gat syr sin and Tert may be basic. The copies were evidently 
marked in the margin, and B shows this by slipping in the word later 
than the place in which it belongs. His order and his reading can 
certainly not be called “neutral,” although Hort actually follows B here 
in his text, which he invariably does when a variety of readings confront 
him, and he clings to B to help him out of the difficulty of choice. But 
the result is only to get further into the mire of idol worship. Souter's 
edition of the R.V. condemns Hort by going back to the textus receptus 
and printing πολλὰ καλὰ epya εδειξα vue with D and the majority. As 
a matter of fact the versions point on the other hand to the order of the 
δὲ group, and W joins ὃ and T'eré for suppressing καλὰ altogether. 
(Tischendorf and von Soden forget to mention Tertullian). 

I notice this matter at some length, because basi¢ principles are 
involved. And these are that in a question of varieties of order, with 
omission of a word by some, the probabilities are, first, that the omission 
is neutral, and the word has been supplied from marginal indications, 



804 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

or, second, that the omission is an error from carelessness and the matter 

mended from marginal observations. 

In both cases the margin supplies the missing word.f Mrs. Lewis 

bas very clearly stated this truism (Old Syriac Gospels, 1910, p. vii.) 

which I have quoted on p. 380 of my Genesis of the Versions. 

But I am sick and tired of being told that Hort’s methods are sound, 

his principles good, and his text the best yet published, when again and 

again he falls into a common trap like this, and follows a singular variety 

of order read by B alone, while the facts show that the order in B has 

been caused by the addition of a word out of the regular order, doubtless 

from marginal indications. 

How entirely unscientific are the principles involved can be seen 

from the passages we have adduced within one chapter (x.) and within 

eight verses (18/25). Here is the record: 

John x.18. ηρεν (pro ape) SB quite alone and W-H. Cast out by the 
Revised Version text.t 

+ Observe beyond at xviii. 40 under this head, and under Order” at iv. 9, vii. 12, 

88, xviii. 2 and xviii. 5. 

‘A small matter will Wustrate this. St. John x. 42, being a very short verse at the 

end of the chapter, we read the tiny verse with thirteen variations: 

πολλοι ovy ἐπιστευσαν εἰς αὐτὸν EKEL W sol 

“kat πολλοι ἐπιστευσαν es αὐτὸν exec NBDLX¥ 1 88 157 213 248 249 2" 

Paris” al%4 d vg? sah boh arm aeth W-H. 

καὶ πολλοι emorevoar εἰς αὐτὸν (—exei) 118-209 pers boh*™ syr pesh sin it omn 

(praeter ἃ δὴ vgg omn. 

καὶ ἐπιστευσαν ets αὐτὸν ποόλλοι (—exet) Sod vid 

καὶ ἐπίστευσαν πολλοι εἰς αὐτὸν exes AK ?MUI fam 18 254 ec" p** w'* goth 
Sod. 

καὶ ἐπίστευσαν εἰς αὐτὸν πολλοι ἐκεῖ 280 vid 

kat ἐπιστευσαν εἰς αὐτὸν exes πολλοὶ X? (= Sod44, Munich 208) vid 

καὶ emorevoay πολλοι εἰς αὐτὸν (—exer) KE? 16 (sol inter gr) 

καὶ επιστευσαν TOAAOL εκει εἰς αὐτὸν EGHSTAA minn mult ἐπέ ree ἃ 

καὶ επιστευσαν exes πολλοὶ εἰς αὐτὸν 28 235 a°* 

καὶ εἰς αὐτὸν ἐπιστευσαν πολλοι εξ avray(—exer) arab (sed hab, exer codd*) 

πολλοι Tower ἐπίστευσαν εἰς αὐτὸν ΝΣ 

ποΐλοι εκεὶ ἐπίστευσαν εἰς αὐτὸν τ 

K? (Scholz) Hvan 16 118-209 (Lake) Sod™ with ali the Latins [except ὦ δ] and syr 

pesh with syr sin and pers and Chr omit exet altogether. If exe belongs in 40 jin, (syr sin 

and pers transfer it to the beginning of verse 41) exe: may well be redundant at the.end 

of verse 42, At any rate we have laéé and syr this time combined (without D ἃ] against 

all the Greeks [but Evan 16 118-209 Sod] for omission where the others vary the order 

[see further in xviii. 2]. The imference is that exec came in from the margin, but very 

long ago (the ms 249 adds exe: in the following passage in xi. 1). 

‘ Readers often made notes in the margin of a ms. Now it was a pious exclamation ; 

now a parallel passage from another book; now an antiquarian note, or the expression 

of a difficult phrase. Such notes often found their way into the text, and sore is the 

resulting confusion.”—(Canon Glazebrook: ‘The next Revised Version,’ Contemporary 

Review, May 1915.) 
At John x. 88 just above, a most difficult place to judge, John Damascene conflates 

three readings: iva yore, καὶ πιστευσήτε, καὶ ἐπιγινωσκητε, 

+ See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
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John 

x. 25. ove επίστευσατε (proov πιστενετεὴ B 4 (33) 71 157 and several 

other cursives Sod f Chr" 2/7 and our 4.V., not followed 

by W-Ht 
32. «ada post yaw Ὁ alone with Sod and W-H. Cast out 

by B.V.t 
The examples of change in x. 18, 32 are not allowed in the R.V. 

text representing Hort’s own closest followers. The third case (x. 25), 
occurring between the two others, where he does not follow B, is a case 
where he certainly should have followed B. Not only has B quite 
respectable support for the reading, but grammatically it must have 
appealed to Hort: “ἀπεκρίθη αὐτοῖς (0) ᾿Ιησοῦς - εἶπον ὑμῖν καὶ οὐκ 

ἐπιστεύσατε." So writes B. “1 told you and ye believed not,” exactly 
as our version of 1611. It would really seem as if Hort had some spite 
against King James’ translators, for when he can follow them (B teste) 

he refuses todo so.§ He prefers to reject Band its supporters for a rapid 
transition of tense: “εἶπον ὑμῖν καὶ οὐ πιστεύετε," ‘I told you and ye 
believe not.”’ 

Need I say more concerning such a non-principled and unscientific 
base for Hort’s structure? Brick by brick it is crumbling, but it is not 
creditable that it has taken so long for the “‘ powers that be ‘’—scholars 
in fact as well as in name—to see the weak points. 

Solectsms (continned). 

John 

x. 84. Ιησους (—0) BW soli et [W-H] 

xi. (See under other headings) 
xii. 8. Inaov (-- του) B™“ et [W-H] Cf. xix. 88 

ibid. ἐπλησθὴ (pro ἐεπληρωθὴ B'. See under “ Synonyms.” 

10. εβουλευσαντο δὲ καὶ οἱ ἀρχίερες ΒΝ cum vg" et goth (than 

auk). Observe one sai ms which adds “the Jews.” “ Took 

counsel therefore [for sak with Greek MU and a few substitute 

ουν for δε] the Jews with the chief priests.” 
12. ο οχλος πολὺς (pro oxdos πολὺ) BL soli vid cum boh (see 

under “ Coptic”) ef W-H txt (nil in marg). Their phrase is 

© ὄχλος πολὺς ὁ ελθων for o¥dos πολὺς 0 EADY. Clearly an 
attempted “improvement.” N*A 205 go at it another way, 
and subdue o before ελθων, thus: oydos πολὺς ελθων. Sod™ τὰ 
0 οχλος oO πολὺς oO ἐλθων. 

13. expavyacay ΒΒ" δ᾽ vid (and see under “ Change of Tense”’) 

+ See under “ Change of Tense.” 
1 See here supra. 
§ I do not mean that B is right, but that Hort’s avowed principles, acted on con- 

stantly elsewhere, should have been followed by him here. 
x 



806 

10. 
18. 

ibid. 

26/27. 

. Ιησοὺυς (—0) Be 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

. Matter of order B*' sak See under “Order.” Cf. also boh. 
. pov τὸ ονομὰ (pro cov τὸ ovopa) Band Evan 5 only. See 

under “ Hopelessness of considering B neutral.” 
. —ouv B* and sah™* boh™™ and a (and (W-H}) 

Ἢ δὲ pro ou W r. 
. ππᾶς B3 soli See under ‘‘ Syriac.” 

_ >merpos cov B™ cum W (Note that in D Sod masta 
Evst 32 σιμων is omitted, and in c* syr sin πετρος is omitted ; 

no doubt the change of order in B is the result of an addition. 
Just as in the previous verse, the order ἑησοὺυς avtw (for avtw 

tnoovs) by BACL Orig is probably due to original omission 
of avtw as witness DC*V [teste Sod non Lake] 7 213 Sod ὃ 
del m boh arm) 

tnaous (-- ὁ) B Orig soli vid, et W-H 
eve (pro en exe) B*! [See under “ Change without Improve- 

ment” as to the rest of the verse] 
. πιστεύητε BC Ο»σἹ 2 See utder “ Change of Tense.” 
. Sup λέγω B™ cum pers against all others and Orig’* Ath. 

This is the third occasion of this. See above at x. landx.7, 

Hort neglects all of them. 

. = Buea, @L4) 
-- τὸ (ante ψωμιον sec.) Be 

. Incous (-- ὃ) BL et W-H 

. Note also here Incous (-- ὁ) BAC*L Sod 22 τὴς Sod 
1246 1443 aoainst the mass. ) 

. ἀκολουθεῖν (pro ακολουθησα) ΒΟ" soli et W-H. See under 
““Change of Tense.” Note that B has axodovfew apres but 
C νυν ακολουθειν. (In 47 157 485 a v" and the “ Latin” 

codices 56 58 61 apt, which is the source of the change, is 

omitted.) 
. πιστεύσεις B* (See under “ Coptic” and also ‘‘ Change of 

Tense.”’) 

τα ρήματα a eyo (-- λεγω) ὑμὲν at ἐμαυτοῦ ov Aaa ἜΝ", 
. ἢ (pro μενη) fin vers post awva 8B ὃ soli vid et W-H marg. 
From the variety of positions which ἡ occupies in B, δὲ, LQX 
Cyr Did, whilst the pevn has to be accounted for as well, it is 
clear that ἡ came from the margin, whether as a correction of 

evn or not. 

+eyo BL 814 soli (ef. X 33 127 Sod™ Τ eyo εἰπὸν 26 fin.) 

ἡ This is a family of five mss (vol. i. p. 249) containing Cyril of Alexandria’s com- 
mentary on St. John’s Gospel. It is a nice link between B and Alexandria. Cyril 
seems to have placed eyw before εἰπὸν, instead of after it as B does, in order to be sure. 
that it came in 26 jin. and not in 27 init. See below again at xvi. 18 B with SodK+, 
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See under both “ Syriac” and “ Coptic.” W-H insert at end 
of verse 26. 

. οὐδὲ ev (pro ovder) B* pid. Cf. copt (om. D d). See under 
“ Form.” 

. οὐδε εἰς ( pro ουδεις) B* vid. Cf. copt. See under “ Form.” 
. o av θέλητε (pro o εαν Oednte) B™ vid. See under “ Form.” 
. —pov tert. B*' (inter gr). See under “ Latin.” 
. ὃ (pro a) B™ (inter gr cum Paris”) et W-H tat. See under 

Latin.” 

. —upas sec. B™ et [W-H] 

. εἰς τὴν ἀλήθειαν πασαν BAY Sod® soli cum Orig Did Cyr)) 

. —tt are Β 218 397 aeth soli et [W-H] (Vide infra xviii. 39, 
xx. 13.) 

. ἴησους (—6) BLW soli et W-H 
. Inaovs (—8) BOW Sod ™ + ρὲ W-H 
. ἴησους (—6) NB [non W] Sod? t et W-H 
. πατὴρ aye sic (pro πατερ aye) BN soli. [Sod neglects N.} 

Cf. xvii. 21, 24, 25. (See under “ Change of Case.”) 

. nev (pro nunv) B haud dubie per incuriam, quia seq. per 
αὐτῶν. 

. “€k τοῦ κοσμου αλλ Wa τηρησης αὐτοὺς B*. [Burgon quotes 
Athanasius for this (‘Last twelve verses of St. Mark’) but I 

cannot feel sure that this is beyond challenge. If so it is 
another link of B with Alexandrian copies where a saléws was 
made from αὐτοὺς to avtous. | 

. π τῇ (ante ἀληθείᾳ B* vid cum Cyr et Sodiam Ot (habet 

dis Cyr®™). See under “ Latin and Coptic.” 
Ὁ +7 (ante ἀλήθεια) BW Paris” soli cum sah boh (syr), See 

under ‘‘ Coptic.” 

, πατὴρ (pro matep) BDNW soli vid et W-H [DW non in 
ver 11 ut Β] 

. matnp( 4-4 ) BAN soli vid et W-H [non DW, non 
Clem] 

. πατὴρ δικαιε sic BAN(marnp δικαιαι) soli vid et W-H 
[non DW, non Clem] 

Incovs (— δ) NBL" soli vid et W-H [non Wrell] (Cf. 
xvili. 23 et alibi) 

. See under “ Order.”’ 

. -ex sec. Β 814 et [W-H] See under “Coptic.” —ex των 
NN® φέρ, 

+ This is a codex at St. Petersburg. The other Sinai, Jerusalem, and Athos codices 
sympathetic to B elsewhere do not elide these articles in St. John if they have been 
properly collated for Soden. 

t Cf. BN at iv. 46 ἐν κανα. 
x2 
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vik 5, peya εἰμὲ ἰησοὺς Ba. See under “ Order.” 
15. Ξι γνωστὸς ἣν BW 4 Paris® Sod'** W-H marg (with a 

ef ff q 7 aur gat syr boh) See under “ Order.” 
81. πείλατος (-- ὁ) BC* ϑοαδ'53 soli et W-H 

Since I have noted in this Gospel where B omits the article 
(alone or in a small minority group) before Incous, I note this 

also. It may be a concurrent version influence (which is the 

more probable and an error oculi) or carelessness, or a prefer- 

ence. The reader is capable of judging. But while at xix. 5 
B omits ὁ before Incovs and ὁ before av@pwrros in the same 
verse, in both of these particular cases absolutely alone, Hort 
places [Ὁ] before Ijcovs in square brackets but leaves 6 
before ανθρωπος. What kind of editing is this ? 

86. —av B* cwm 3" Sod™ (as the versions; and cf. a b e aur 
ug") 

There is a treble variety of order here : 
οἱ υπηρεται ἂν οἱ enor ἡγωνίζοντο AD"? N and most Gr. with 

4 ὃ Orig 1/4 Hier* % 
οἱ umnperas οἱ enor ἂν nyavtovta ef ff gr vg"+ aeth Aug, and 

ot υπηρεταῖ οἱ enor nywvitovro av NLUXB™*WW 1-299 [non 
209] fam 13 33 91 213 249 Paris’ Sod’? fm EON gym 
Orig 3/4 Chr Cyr et W-H Sod tat, 

the latter order probably being of an “ improving” tendency. 
It is the order followed by Hort, who neglects the omission 
of av by B. 

39. -ev (ante ro πασχα) B* cwm Sod et [W-H] (Cf. aeth"". 
Cf. syr. Gf. q “per pascha.” Cf. ἃ om. εν tw πασχα. 
Rell omn et sah boh + εν plane) 

(40. -- ππαντες NBLXW [non 28 male Scho Tisch] 71 213 249 348 
435 i al. minn’® Sod‘ 246 118 fm KCN Orig ?, but absolutely 
no versions except pers, which Tisch and Horner neglect to 

mention, but which probably represents syr sin here. That 
document is wanting from xviii. 31-xix. 40. I merely record 
this matter here as W-H of course omit, and Soden omits. 

The omission of wavres has no other version support, and I do 
not think we can neglect all the Coptic and Latin codices 
in such ἃ place. No reader of Hort’s or Souter’s edition of 
R.V. text would ever suspect that mavres occurred in any 

document! Probably the omission of πάντες took place from 
misunderstanding a mark of deletion set against the word 
παλιν next to it, which word is omitted by GKUI many lat, 

t I enter such a thing here, a as hitherto B has been recorded alone for it, The entry 
will serve to call attention to the additional support, and its possible source. 
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sah boh aeth arm syr pers arab. This is why the versions 

have waves and not πάλιν, and I think are most likely right 

against NBLXW which dropped the wrong word. In oider 
to show that NBLXW form but one recension here, consult 

xix. 3 only three verses further on, and observe the form used 
of εδιδοσαν by these Mss and Cyril followed by W-H and 
Soden against the rest for εδιδουν. The family appears to be 
complete, Soden quoting Kz as a whole for his five mss with 
Oyri’s commentary (p. 249, vol. 1.) besides C* (our 138).) A 
somewhat similar matter as to wadw and martes occurs at 
Mark vii. 14 to which Burgon calls attention in his “Causes 
of Corruption.” 

I do not think I am forcing an argument here by suggesting that a 
mark set between madi and πᾶντες may have been mistaken for in- 
structions to delete πάντες instead of πάλιν. There are many clear 
illustrations of such practice, and many other places where we can infer 
such a state of things. For instance, given the well-known and wonderful 
sympathy existing between N* and e'“t, it is interesting to observe that 
where ¢ alone with A‘ Sod (= X° Munich 208) syr sin pers (aeth) omits 
πρωτος in John xx.4 Nalone is found to place it after εἰς τὸ μνημεῖον 

instead of before it. This change of order in δὲ doubtless grew out of 
the addition from the margin of δὲ and e’s common (Graeco-Latin 2). 

archetype of the missing word. 
(See under “Order” at iv. 9, vii. 12 83, xviii. 2, 5, as to similar 

matters concerning B, and previously under this head of ‘‘ Solecisms * 
at x. 32.) 
John 

xix. 5. Τησους (-- δ) B* vid et [W-H] 
ibid. ἀνθρωπος (-- ὁ) B" vid [non W-H] 

12. ἂν (pro ear) δ vid [non W-H] 
28. Ιησους (-- ὁ) B δοίη [non W-H txt] 
30. Incous (— ὁ) BW et [W-H] 
38. Ἰησου {-- του pr. loco) Bet [W-H] Cf. xii. 3. 

xx. 13. -ἔκαι (ante Aeyer avtos) Ἐ aeth arab soli vid [non W-H] (q' 
quae dixit, Hus ἡ 8 emev. georg Tune dicit. Rell omn 
ever αὐτοις) 

Cf. B and aeth above at xvi. 18 and xviii. 39. 
(15. Inaous(~6) NSBLW min** W-H; xx. 16 Ἰησους (—6) BDLO 

Sod" W-H; xx. 17 Incous ( -—6) BDLM*V W-H; xx. 

24 ἴησους (—0) NBD W-H against Cyr; xxi. 13 14 

ἴησους (-- ὁ) BC?D W-H against Cyr) 
17. » μὴ azzov μου (pro μὴ μου ἁπτοῦ B Tert verss alig W-H™ 

(see under “ Order.”’) 

} Compare shortly afterwards at John xx, 12 alone together omit δυο. 
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.+ear (ante tas xepas) BA only and W-H (See under 
‘* Tmprovement.’’) 

. twos bis (pro τινων) B et W-H™ See under “ Latin,” 
“Syriac,” and “‘ Change of Number.” — 

. ἴησους (—9) Bet [W-H] 

. ἴησους (-- ὁ) BC et W-H 
. Inaous (—6) B et [W-H| 
. ἴησους {(-- ὁ) B et (W-H] 
. τὰ προβατια BC 19 22 Sod Theophan ὃ et W-H txt; 

xxi. 17 τὰ προβατια ABC Ambr et W-H izt) 
. —avre tert. BY 249 ff Sod® (τοῖα oma [non W-H!] 

. καὶ addos aoe ce B" vid (ef. ord verss) 
. Ὁ καὶ μαρτυρων (pro o paptupev) BW et Cyr (soli vid) et 

“Op” teste Soden (Cf. gat foss vg® vg™ aeth + 1116) 

The additional testimony of W hereis completely neutralised 

by ἃ consideration of the few late Latin witnesses which 
simply add dle for emphasis, as do BW Cyr when they add και. 
The silence of the rest speaks for itself and we close as we 
began with the perfect assurance that B is to blame for an 
infinite variety of small as well as large mistakes made in an 
effort to improve the record. Hort places this last variation 
in his margin. 

Latin Sympathy. 

. ove oweras ἕωην (-- τὴ NABCDT® W Paris” al. (“non 
videbit vitam’”’ latt) W-H et Sod txt contra τὴν ἕωην rell et 
Ign Const Bas"""= Chr Cyr That et copt. 

. δεδωκεν (pro εδωκεν) NBLNI' ef W1 33 157 al. pauc. 892 
[non Paris*’] Ath Cyr latt W-H Sod. 

. εἰς πλοῖον (— To) NBLA [non D nee W] 88 118 181 213 - 
239 254 604 892 Paris Sod*? 1095. soli with Cyr W-H Sod tat 
against all others and against both coptics. 

. See under “ Order.” 
. auto (pro avros) BDW ἃ. Tisch and Soden quote sah 

bok for this reading, but it is doubtful if one can read this into 

them. The Syriac is also doubtful. The “neutral” reading 
(ὦ ὁ dim (r) aeth? and (boh)) appears to omit both αὐτὸν and 
αὐτο. [E* 253 read-avror, but the readings to choose from 
are clearly αὐτὸς, or avto, or plain omission, and αὐτὸς is 

undoubtedly right.] Hort consigns avro to his margin quite 
correctly, and Souter’s #.V. edition follows suit. αὐτὸ appears 
to be an ‘‘improvement.” 
πάρεστιν (pro ectiv in sec. loco) B*' and a few vulgates. 

See under “‘ Improvement.” 
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Toha . 
vii. 22. σαββατω (-- εν) Bber soli 

44. εβαλεν (pro ereBadev) BLT [non minn] W-H [non Sod] Cf, 
misit i ag. 

Vili. 55. ὁμοῖος ὑμῖν Ψενατης (pro ομοιὸς ὑμῶν Ψευστη BADW fam 
Ὶ δῶ 188 (= Sod®**) 157 254 2°" ef ladé: similis vobis mendaz. 
The dative is as legitimate as the genitive in Greek, but there 
must be some reason for the preference of the small group 
here. It is opposed by ὃξ and the rest including Ψ' 592 and 
Paris? and Tert. See note under “ Change of Case.” Soden 
does not follow BADW. 

ix. 14. qv δε caBBarov ev ἡ ἡμερα (pro ἢν be σαββ. ore) NBLAW 
88 213 (—nyepa) W-H"* Sod™ and ¢ ff in qua die, a br qua 
die, and ¢ Gin quo = 213"), syr hier and Cyr, while vg® conflates 
with in illo die quando. This is opposed by D and the rest 
and 892 Paris” and none of the other cursives know anything 

about it. 
Observe here that the coptics and other versions are also all 

against it,t and that the vulgate knows nothing of this matter 

of NB. Therefore the codex similar in other respects to NB 

(see Wordsworth and White’s Preface) did not have this 
reading, which proves that 592 and Paris” here provide us 

probably with the real underlying text of NB, rather than NB 
themselves. Isita Johannine improvementof8B? See John: 

vy. 9. ἣν de σάββατον ev exervy Τῇ NpEpaA. 
xix. 81. ἣν yap μεγάλη ἡ ἡμέρα εκεῖνη (vel εκεινου) Tov σαββατου 

ix. 19. » βλέπει apts (pro apts βλεπεὴὸ NBDLUW 33 892 [non 
Paris] W-H Sod ἐπέ be d 771 syr sin hier pers (non syr pesh] 
Cyr Chr 1/2 (Bree νυν Chr 1/2) against the rest and against 
sah boh and the other versions. 

85. εἰπεν {-- αὐτῷ δ ΒΗ de boh™ W-H™* Sod™, against all 
the rest and syr six and all the versions. 

4Q, »ot pet αὐτὸν ὄντες (pro ot ovtes wet αὐτοῦ NBDLX WY 
fam 1 88 157 213 248 2°° 899 Paris Sod" ef Sod? =" (Sod 

tet et W-H) Cyr only of Greeks, but with all Jatt. The other 
versions vary. 

x. 19 init. ο μισθωτὸς (—copula) BGLW 1 [non fam] α aur vgg™ 
boh™"s Lucif, against o μεσθ. δὲ by most and Hus Chr copt and 

versions, and o de poh, NDKA Sod* Const Cyr. 
16. >See pe (pro we See) NBDIWAIII 1 [non fam] fam 13 88 

348 we? Sod? 1945 1286 1279 [yom Paris” neo al. vid] it vg syr (sah) 

+ Syr sin however has: ‘And that aame day was the Sabbath,” cancelling the 
whole of the rest of the verse. While the Georgian version alone reverses the order of 
yerses 13 and 14, placing verse 14 first. 
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Orig™ W-H Sod, but against all the rest of the Greeks and Hus 

Bas Chr Cyr and Thai. 
>pe οπατὴρ ayana (prootatyp με ayaa) NBDLXY [non W] 
33 213 248 249 Paris Sod** ρὲ ἐξ og Chr Cyr against the 
rest (M pe o πατὴρ pe ayaa; Chr aur pe ayara o πατηρ; gat 

dim. cf. boh) and syr diligit me pater. Me diligit pater meus 
Auct de prom. 

18. npev (pro azpec) NB only and W-H. Not one single 
minuscule. See under “ Change of Tense.” Cf. gat tullit. 

29. ὃ (pro és) NBLWW Eost 15 it vg bok [non 
sah] Tert (sed variant codd) Hil W-H et Sod txt. Contra 

rell et Cyr. 

32 jin. »εμε λιθαζετε NBLY Sod 33 157 Paris’ Sod*™ 

40. 

10, 

19. 

36, 

110 1279 of tat id?! vg Ath against λιθ. we of DW most and ὁ ἢ 
d 18 goth boh sah syr Epiph Thdt Hil. (Tisch omits to 
chronicle sah boh here against NBL). : 
ἐμενεν (pro ἐμεινεν) B 21 soli, δέ α ὃ ὁ ὁ fl [nondfrs 

υσῷ Aug (hiat 4}] (εμειν W, rell ἐμεινεν) Om. καὶ ἐμεινεν exer 
syr sin, or perhaps om. ἐμεινεν and use καὶ exec (as does pers) 

to begin the next verse. 
. watapaé avtov Ιουδας Σιμωνος loxap, NBLMXX"(=Sod**) W 
LauraA™ (Sod teste) ὃ ff g 1 gat vg arm Orig! W-H Sod tat, 
against Ιουδα Σίμωνος ἴσκαρ. wa avtov παραδ. D rell omn, rell 
latt syr aeth and Origen many times. 
>ove eves xpeav NABCWWae ᾳ Origy' Tert Aug W-H 
Sod ἐπέ against ov χρείαν ever of D and all the rest Chr Cyr 
but only d latin. The other Latins express non indiget (ris 

not available), while coptic is HeyPocpiA AN. 

See under “ Order.” 
»ακολουθησεις δὲ (μοι) ὑστερον NBC*LX 1 Sod’ [non fam] 
33 138 (Sod°*) 213 Paris*’ Sod" Orig Cyr and Latin order 

W-H Sod txt, against DW the rest of the Greeks (and only 

ἃ of the Latins) syr boh sah etc. This place deserves 
some consideration. The alignment of authorities is 

peculiar. 
xiv. 31. ἐντόλην εδωκεν μοι (pro ἐνετείλατο wor) Β1, 

and 

and 

and ¢dwxev pov ἐντύλην are (μερὶ. Tisch) 1955 (εδωκε por o πατὴρ 

Ss δεδωκεν μοι ( 4, τς » ) ΣΧ 881 [lett practer ἃ δὴ 

a μοι Sedwxer Cyr et be g gat. 

ἐντόλην 1 [non fam)). 

This is an interesting place, where all the Latins, except d 6, favour 
BLX 33, while δὲ and all other Greeks with D have ἐνετείλατο and ὦ ὃ 
only of Latins mandavet, against mandatum dedit or praeceptum dedit of 
the rest (Wordsw neglects to mention 6 definitely here). All the versions 
(including copt syr) are with the body of Greeks for evere:Aaro. Only 
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aeth fayours BLX and the Latin. Add 218 (Sad'*) Sed'*?!""° and compare 

his note. He avoids the reading in his text. 
It is rather a crucial passage in connection with the “ version 

tradition’ which here narrows down to the Latin. As in verses 26/27 
(see under ‘ Syriac ”) we have just had another apparent version influence 
it will not do to put aside too contemptuously my views on this subject. 

Souter (J.T.9., Oct. 1911, p. 120) says of me: “ The general theory which 
underlies his views is that a trilingual or quadrilingual copy of the 
Gospels existed in early times, the four languages represented being 
Greek, Latin, Syriac, and Coptic. He finds that this hypothesis, com- 
plicated as it is, explains certain individual readings in some Greek Mss. 
He rejects without reason, as far as I can find, the simpler hypothesis 

that Greek copies behind the Latin, Syriac and Coptic versions were 
different to some extent from all surviving Greek copies.” 

Now my dear Dr. Souter, if my theory be complicated (and it is far 
less complicated than some others) it covers admirably cases like the 
present, where it is not a question of “Greek copies behind the Latin, 
Syriac or Coptic versions being different to some extent from all 
stirviving Greek copies,’ t for here we have three Greek uncials BLX 
and two cursives (33 2°*, of very critical repute [opposed here by Paris” 
and the other thousand] plus 1 and 19 marg) which give the reading of the 
Latins, WHICH THE REVISED VERSION DISAPPROVES, condemning it as a 
version tradition, and condemning Hort for adopting it, BECAUSE THAT 
TEXT GOES BACK ΤῸ everetkato. No doubt the latter is right. No doubt 
S and the mass of Greeks with D (and d 6 plus the versions) are right. 
Don’t condemn me in this cavalier fashion then, if you please, but look into 

these matters a little more carefully. There is no note in your edition on 
this reversal of Hort in the Greek Testament, published in 1910. 

Whenever Hort’s decisions are reversed in such a publication a note 
is absolutely due and called for, in order that students may see what is 

the present eminent opinion on textual matters to date. 
The evidence is withheld in several such passages, which is not a 

proper method, and I am surprised that the Delegates of the Oxford 
Press consented to issue the work without an apparatus covering the 
evidence in ali the places where Hort’s judgment and his readings are 
tacitly condemned, and where simultaneously B is condemned for 
falsifying the record. 

Bear with me a moment longer. Look forward only two verses 
beyond. At: 

+ Different is the situation at xv. 21 where instead of vuw or ysas BD* LN? 1 88 
Paris"? Laura4 1% (¢este Sod) W-H and Sod txt with Petr*** write εἰς ὑμᾶς, while b o f 1 

write cirea vos showing no Latin reaction on Greek from cirea. However ὦ has in 

vos as syr, and one 60h us EDUU'TEM, instead of ΠΟΤ ΕΓ, for the plurality of bok 

and all sak with the other Latins are opposed to any preposition. 
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John 
xv. 2 fin. Hort reads wa >xaprov πλείονα «- φερη with BLMXYV 33 

157 213 397 Sod™N* Paris’ and W-H Sod txt Hus Cyr Novat 

Hil Orig™ syr pesh and auc Tae Lartns in this order (δὲ and 
Clem καρπὸν πλείω; fructum multum 6, fractum plus vgg and 
g aur gat; fractum majorem q, fructum ampliorem ὦ d 7, 
fructom plurimum ὃ ὁ f ff 1 foss) but not Td ὃ, for ὦ reads: 
ampliorem frum and ὃ plus fructwm in the usual Greek order. 

The Revision admits that Hort again followed the same version 
influence here, for the correct reading is adjudged to NDA the Greek 
mass and ὦ 6, against BLMXY 33 157 Paris” and the Fathers, for in the 
Testament of 1910 wa πλείονα καρπον depy is printed, but there is no 
note on it, although you pause to tell us that earlier in the verse D Cyr 

(and Clem) read xaprogopov for xaprov depov. [Since this was written it 

has become clear that Soden has no real critical principles either. His 

text is a curious exhibition of eclecticism (see below at x. 28, xiii. 26). 

Here he follows Hort. ] 
Oblige me once more by considering your theories—“ on the founda- 

tion (which) they have laid the future will do well to build” (‘Text and 
Canon,’ p. 103)—in connection with this Oxford text. It reverses (with 
perfect correctness) the decision of BLMXYW 33 157 Paris” Hus Cyr 

Novat Hil Orig™ and Westcott and Hort, although you still pretend 
that their foundations are secure. But if wrong at xiv. 31 and at xv. 2, 
twice within three verses; may I ask why we should follow B and Hort 
in countless other places where they have far less support than here? 
We have simply come back to individual preferences. We are still. 
floundering. We have no fixed principles of criticism. All the nonsense 
about “ neutral” “ pre-syrian” “ Antiochian” fades away, and we must 
begin all over again. We need critical principles, and I claim to have 
established that we have none. 
Joho 

xv. 9. > vas nyaryca ΒΌΤΨ 1 [non fam] 33 ὃ 213 Sod [non 
Paris” non al. gr) ab de fq [non syr copt] W-H Sod ἐπέ. 
Again abandoned by R.V, 

10. row πατρὸς (—pov) B® cum abe fq aur W-H Sod tat. 
Abandoned by R.V. Sod adduces no new witness. 

[Im all these places W is wanting. The ms lacks xiv. 25- 
xvi. 7.] 

11. We must now add to this imposing list of Latin influence on» 
B the present place where ἢ is substituted for μεένῃ by BADY 
only of Greek uncials and by 8 few cursives. All the Latins 
(except 7) have sit. Against them are δὲ and the rest and 

+ Tischendorf obscures the situation by not specifically mentioning ὦ ὃ as accom- 
panying the mags of Greeks. He simply says i/ vg as a whole to accompany BLMX. 
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Chr Cyr. The versions may be “ anceps” as Tisch, remarks 

as to Coptic, and μεινὴ may have come back from the repeated 

forms of μένω in the previous seven verses, We need not 

quarrel about it, but the place should be viewed in connection 
with the Latin influence at xiv. 31, xv. 2, xv. 9, xv. 10 just 

discussed, before we accept Hort Soden and Τὸ. γ΄. here. (Om. 

157.) Besides, consider the next place involved : 

eav ποίητε ὃ εγω εντέλλομαε υμν B and Paris” alone of 

Greeks (against a and oca of the rest and Cyr) with ae q syr 

sin goth (Cypr) Lucif 2/3. Some, as Thdt and syr pesh aeth, 

emphasise “all which.” If B be correct all the rest have 
edited here, which is quite possible. Hort says they have, 
for his text has ὃ following B, but the Oxford text of 1910 
denies it, returning to & as does Soden. T'ales duces caect. 
>exo ὑμὶν Aeyew NBLYY 33 118-209 [non 1] 213 Sod™ ὃ 
ce) fF glimar gat vg Theogn Ath W-H Sod tat (Lert Cyr 

Hil Orig™ are on both sides), but all the rest oppose with 
DA ὦ ὦ ὃ and coptic etc. for exo Neyer ὑμῖν with Hus Did 
Orig Chr That, and Paris” specifically with λέγειν exa vpuv. 
μίκρον (--τἡ BULYWN* 121 124 [non fam] 218 397 Sod? 
1454. fame Eyst 60 Orig W-H (lat: pusillum vel modicum) but 

as μέκρον is employed by all Greeks in verse 19 without το, it 
is probable that Orig and BLYY are merely harmonising 
and improving here. Soden does not follow them here, 
although adding new witnesses, among them D which is 
wrong. : 
—cov sec. That is to say: ea ὁ υἱὸς δοξαση σε (instead of wa 
o wos σον δοξαση ce) NBCW 47 64 Sod? ™ [non VY non 

Paris” non min al. vid] Orig 1/2 Vietorin Hil1/2. Ido not 
know whether I should place this here or not. Perhaps it is a 
doctrinal alteration, but the only support among the versions 
is from a small Latin band, viz. ὦ (against D*) ὁ and 7. The 
other Latins and all the Versions with D and the rest of the 
Greeks supply σου, while Origen is divided and Orzg™ witnesses 
twice against the omission. Svden’s text places cov in square 

brackets. 
αὐτοι (pro otro:) SB 229** 254 δ" 1252. 1885 8 871 409 soli 
vid cum ἃ f W-H** non Sod (om. vg"). Cyril reads οὗτοι 

with the mass. 
—oTt NABDLNXIL ef WW fam 1 22 33 42 106 
127 188 157 265 Laura” Sod'** 2°° w** (non Paris] and 
it vg W-H Sod, but against the rest of Greeks, the other 
versions, including the friendly syr and copt and against 

Orig and Cyr. 
10. wrapiov NBC*LXW (pro ὠτίον) Soden only adds 
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41. 

xx. 19. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

one cursive Sod'* (a us at Sinat) but follows in his text. 
Cj. it vg: auriculam. [Non rell gr nec V Paris”. ] 
See under “ Order.” 

” ” a? 

. Twa κατηγορίαν φερετε (—KaTa) Tou ἀνθρωπου τουτου N*B 
Paris” ¢ ef α ὁ q (Cj. aeth georg). This is against all others 
and Chr Cyr and ὃ f ff g gat vg (adversus) and copt syr. 

The common base breaks down here, for CLX so friendly a 
few verses before, and even WY with φησιν in this verse, 

abandon NB to their fate. Only Paris” stands by them and 
W-H without a word in their margin. Soden abandons them 
and has no new witness for omission, but he forgets to 
note a c. 

παν Β" Sod™! See under “ Solecisms of B.” Cf. abe 
aur vgg 1/2. This is quickly followed (against δὲ) by a real 
Latin order : 
οὐδεμίαν εὑρίσκω ev avr αἰτῶν BUX 213 249 Paris Sod™ 

MM KCN (a) bee ff 9 vg Cyr W-H Sod ἐπέ. 
Cyr vouches for it as the continuation of an Alexandrian 

order. It opposes: 
ουδεμιαν artiav ευρισκω ev avta of NNWY al. plur ¢ goth (sah 

beh) syr arm Chr. 
κατα Tov νόμον (-- ἡμων) NBD™’LNA εἰ WY Paris” 
tt [omn praeter q| vgg Orig et Orig™ Hil Aug Quaest, but 
against all the rest, all the minuscules, Cyr, and all the other 
versions. Soden places it in square brackets without adducing 
any new witnesses. 
»Ίησους εἰδως ΒΜ" Sod! ° & W.H™ be f fnr aur Hil 
(against εἰδως o Ἰησοὺς N and many W-H™ Sod™', and 
against ἰδὼν o Ijcovs E and a good many, and against the 
order of syr copt etc.) 
oxevos sine copula BALXWY 61" Paris” a ὃ 6 r 7088 

W-H [Sod]. 
Ἰωσηῴ ὁ ἀπὸ Αριμαθαιας most and W, but: Ἰωσηφ amo (—6) 
Apia. BAD™(L)X?¥ 90 Paris’ Sod* and latin, against 
both coptics diserte. W-H elide 6, Soden places it in square 
brackets. 
ἣν teBerpevos (pro ετεθη) NBW Paris? Cyr Sod!" Ει 
W-H et Sod txt. (Sod” ig Laura4!! which Lake did not 
collate hereabouts). Gj. lat positus erat. Of. Luc xxiii. 53. 
See under “ Harmonistic.” 
-- των (ante σαββατων) NBAIUL 88 Sod" W-H Sod 
tat. (μιὰς σαββατων W) The rest and Cyril" have the 
article. 



Joti 

B IN ST, JOHN’S GOSPEL. 317 

Xx. 23, twos bis (pro τινων bis) BY! ae f syr Cypr Orig™ Hus Aug 
Pacian Auct™™ W-H™5 [non Sod}, but against al] else. 

Xxi. 6. ἰσχνὸν (pro ισχυσαν) See under “ Change of Tense.” 
22. paw poe αἀκόλουϑεε NABC*DW 1 [xen 209] 33 [non minn Ser. 

Matthaei Soden. The latter adds Sod®+ (= Cyr)] lait Orig 
Cyr. (On. 285 Chr). 

23. >ovTos o λόγος NBCDW 1 33 2” 2ὲ (syr copt) W-H Sod 
ἐσέ, The rest oppose with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2; anda few cursives 
with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2 and Origen omit ovros. 

24. +6 (ante ypayas) = καὶ o ypawas BD (Sod a καὶ yp.) 
33 ὁ ὃ d qr vg® (a) () Uf) W-H tat. (δὲ writes ο καὶ γραψας 
with 265 348 Sod® Sod trt Cyr and c). 

Coptic Sympathy or Influence. 

i, 14, 15. See under “ Solecisms.” 

18, μονογενὴς Geos NBCL 33 boh [sah ita: “God did not 
any see ever; God the only son”) syr pesh aeth ete. [nom 
Sod txt]. 

43 init (Steph Tisch, ver 42 W-H Sod). myayer sine copula 
NBL 314 sah W-H Sod txt [contra rell et syr lat}. Boh 
with G fam 1 arm Hpiph have euros yy. (ny. ουὖν Evst 15 ὃ, 
ἤγαγεν δὲ Paris’) 

ii. 17 ἐμέέ, Adsque copula NSBILT'X sah boh (more copt) ἔπι Cyr 

iii. 
1/2 against all the rest and Epiph Nonn Orig. 

8, adda ove Ἐπ (pro ahd’ ove) (non W-H] Cf. sah boh, 
ambo aia 

16. ἀλλα cxn ΒΥ soli W-H Cf. sah boh 
iv, 28, ἀλλα epyerat NBADW sah boh W-H [contra adn’ epy. rell 

omn| 
v. 42. adda eyroxa BDLW [non 28 male Sod] 33185 Sod" W-H 

= sah boh 
iii. 13 jin. -0 ὧν εν τω ουρανω NBLTT! et W 33 Sod! [non 892 non 

Paris*"| sah, boh 1/2, basm (frag Crum-Ken. gr et copt) Cyr 1/2 
(Orig 1/3) W-H Sod tzt, but against all others and it vg syrr 
(all except one codex of pesh) arm Hipp Dion} Eustatht 
Amphil Did Epiph Chr That Cyr 1/2 Orig™ ™ “ere Novat Hil 
Luecif Jac. 

1ν, 16. cov τὸ» avipa B 69 [non fam] 71 74 248 954 430 
(Sod®*) Sod’ vst 82 60 sah boh Orig 3/6 W-H txt 
without marginal remark. {sev τὸν avipa σαν 6”) 

+ Trach and Horner omit these witnesses. 
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iv. 51. 

vi. 10. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

against τὸν avépa cov of δὲ and all else including WD 
892 Paris” Orig 3/6 and Cyr. 

-- καὶ nyyethav BLN 185 213 Sod** ὃ #9 mC bok aeth W-H 
and Sod ἐπέ. That is to say: λέγοντες pro καὶ ηγγείλαν, or 
pro Kat ηγγείλαν λέγοντες which latter the sak uss have in full. 
Now how about 0h being so youthful, if BL be basic here 
as Hort indicates in his text without marginal alternative, 
followed by Soden? In Dr. Souter's latest book (‘ Text 
and Canon’ p. 66) he does me the honour to keep silence 
completely (is this fair criticism?) as to my recent volume on 
the date of the Bohairic, while reproducing faithfully Guidi’s 
Burkitt's and Leipoldi’s obiter dicta. He says: “In the 
northern part, where was Alexandria, the necessity did not 
arise till late” [purely gratuitous assumption], “and Guidi, 
followed by Burkitt and Leipoldt, thinks that the Bohairic 
version...was made in the sixth or seventh (or eighth) 
century.” 

. τὴν wpay exewnv (-- παρ avror) only B with the boh™ 8, 

another commentary on our remarks as to boh. Sod adds 

Sod for omission of παρ avtwy, but this codex apparently 
does not have εκεινὴν, while Soden quotes his family ™ (= Cyril's 
Commentary Mss) for +exewqv with B, while having wap 
avrav. This triple conjunction of B Sinai and Alexandria is 
instructive. There is a change of order here as to the position 
of παρ αὐτῶν which throws a further light upon B’s course. 

. τε δε (post touro init.) BC*GT™W min alig boh™™™ Orig'* 
[W-H] sed Sod tat plene. 

(+ καὶ inté. = vel καὶ vel δε aeth) 

Observe bohairic again, not sahidic, supporting B and Origen, 
with ἐξ absent which goes with the great mass without copula, 
(+ovv Paris” 6). 

. See under “ Solecisms.” Sah supports B for omission of δε. 
. —Oeou (post povov) BW soli inter gr cum a b yp (sol. inter 

latt) et sah et boh [W-H]. Cf. etiam Orig Did Eus. All this 
seems to come from one error in a ΜΒ where MONOYOYOYZHTEITE 

may have misled, rather than that from MONOYOYZHTEITE 

ΘῪ crept in, for all other Versions as well as Greek documents 
have Geov. (N has rapa tov povoyevaus θεου.) Soden neglects 

to record sah boh for omission. 
ermev sine copula NBL 397 a foss = sah et syr cu pesh 
arm Orig W-H [non Sod], against all the rest which add δε, 
και, or ουν, including the sympathetic minuscules. It is not a 
question of the “shorter” text which need occupy us here, 
because in the same verse it ig NBD ete. which add ovr after 
averrecov, while it is EFGHMSVIA which omit. 
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48. 
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42. 

46, 
52. 

58. 

8. 
10. 
49, 
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a ἐποιησεν σημειὰ (pro o ἐπ. σημειον BOX" (= Sod**) a arm 
syr hier and boh, against sak and the rest. Westcott-Hort 

adopt in their text this very questionable change.t Simply I 
suppose because B had the support of another (Egyptian) 
fragmentary uncial of the sixth century. 
πῶς νυν BCTW Sod © non gotht syr hier 

Ath W-H Sod tet. 
καὶ TOS syr pesh 
πὼς ov ND rell lati" sah 4/7 Ath Chr Cyr, 
but seh 8/7 syr cu sin and Paris” vy" @ e omit vey or ovv 
while aeth doubles καὶ πὼς οὖν or Kas Tas οὖν νὺν (as arm 
b μὰ 801) ἢ 

—ovros sec, See under “ Improvement.” 
amex pln (sine ovv) BCKLTIM min” e¢ Sod™™ [sed 

habet ovv Paris™] a 6 7 sak boh syr arm Cyr W-H 

Sod tat. 
See under ‘ Solecisms.” 
--avrov in connection with capxa BT 892 Sod ὁ 400. (TA) 

[but not other cursives] id” vg sah bok weth and arm syr with 
Chr Amm Orig [W-H], but opposed by δὲ and the rest 
including W ff goth Orig and Cyr. 
ot matepes (-- υμωνὴ NBCLTW 262 3° Bon Orig W-H 

[Sod] against sah and the rest and all the versions. 
> cou Ta epya B" "4 OF, copt. “ [σου] ta epya”’ W-H tat. 
αἌλα ὡς εν BT et copt (rell omn adv’ ev vel adr ὡς εν) 
adda ο οχλος BDLTW 88 892 (Sod teste) ef copt W-H 

(rell omn αλλ' ὁ οχλοςὶ 
34 fin. ov δυνασθε ἐλθεῖν +exee B™ inter gr-lat syr, but with 

both sah and doh (all codices) which add epoe (“to it”). 
This is a very pretty and decisive place, but Tischendorf 
misses it completely. Horner exhibits it. Soden neglects it. 
An addition like this is very deliberate. Either it is right or 
wrong. Hort condemns if as wrong, for he found no other 
support. I exhibit it as undoubtedly due to coptic injluence 
on B, thus for ever destroying B as ἃ reliable “neutral” 
witness elsewhere unless largely supported. 

40. -Ἐστι (ante ovtos) BDX (teste SodA® contra Tisch™™) d only 
and sah boh syr ew (sin). 

vill. 14. See under “ Order.” 

t Process reversed by the Oxford edition of 1910, to ite credit. The plural is 
relegated to the margin, 

t Goth = nu, which then as now in the languages originating from it does not 
strictly mean now, but embraces the meanings of both ovy and νυν, 



320 

vill. 28. 

51. 

55. 
ix. 11. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES, 

Ἔστι (ante orav) _B™ et sah xe BOTAN, boh xe eqn. 
Tischendorf fails to add coptic here, I suppose because it is 
the coptic manner (although he sometimes calls attention’ to 
this elsewhere) but he thus misses the further link between 

B andcoptic. Horner, copying from Tischendorf’s apparatus, 

refuses here to mention the +oerz of B, doubtless for the same 

reason, but I can consider it no accident nor any coincidence, 
but absolutely deliberate from a bilingual graeco-copt under 
the hand of B’s ancestor. Cf. not only vii. 40 above, but 
vii. 84 +exer. It has no connection with syr here, nor with 
Latin, nor does it appear in any other Greek (see below again 

at ix. 11) to date, including WY 892 Paris” and Laura’. 

Soden mentions it without other Greek support. W-H txt 

refuses the-addition. 
τὸν ἐμὸν λογον NBCD*LT'XWY 33 213 258 Paris” Sod'™ 

(εμον λογον 892) Orig (Cyr) (Chr) sah boh, against the rest, and 

the Latins (including d) and syr. 

αλλα otha ~=BDN(contra morem) XW W-H txt (Rell add οιδα). 

τι (ante vmaye) NBLT' LauraA™ sah boh W-H [Sod 

txt]. Here Horner again fails to introduce this matter into 

his notes, although Tischendorf has observed it, for it rings 

peculiar in the Greek. W eschews it. It does not appear 

in D. There is no trace in Latin. The minuscules do not 

have it, nor V nor 892 Paris”. What is it but a reflection of 

χε δωκ sah and xe serge boh? Soden on the strength of 

the additional T' (but this fragment is purely Egyptian) and 

Laura’ ™ introduces or: into his text in square brackets. But 

this place is on all fours with viii. 28 above. If B was wrong 

there, he is not right here simply because NL'T' support. 

17, 18. See under ‘‘ Order.” 

27. B adds οὖν after τὸ alone of Greeks and Latins in the phrase 

rt ovy παλιν θέλετε axoverv. Most sah and boh have ors on 

τ τι wad, but B could easily misread ow own = τὸ οὖν 

which one bok ms actually has. Aeth and georg are the only 

other authorities to go with B, (W-H™ have it.) 

28 init. καὶ ἐλοιδορησαν N*BI'W sah” aeth syr hier Cyr, but οἱ 

Se cdots. DLN°Y Paris®’, edod. ovv a few, and the mass 

and 892 eXo:Sepnear without copula. 

30. See under “ Improvement.” 

t31. Once more αλλα εαν (pro αλλ eav) BTW more copt [not D 

here] refused by W-H who followed B™ at iii. 16. 

+ Observe Origen alone at x. 18 adda cya (ANAK ANOK sah bok). 
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ix, 36. 
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edn (pro ἀπεκριθὴ ἐκεῖνος καὶ εὐπεν) BI'w Cf. sah init. 
πεχᾶδαι tantum, and see under ‘‘ Solecisms of B.” 

40 init, neoveay (sine copula) NBLXX"W Sod 33 157 213 
249 Paris” sah boh arm Cyr Sod’ ταῦ RCN ρὲ tat (καὶ ἤκουον 
892 { καὶ ἠκουσαν plur, nx. δὲ D ἃ ff, ne. οὖν 1 2° a). 

. orav (sine copula) SBLIFW Sod 1[non fam] 33 157 2°° 
Sod®* KN sah boh™ W-H Sod txt against the rest and the 
other versions and fatt and boh™ and sah*™™. 

13 init. -o δὲ μισθωτος devyee NBDL 1 29" 33 397 Sod®™ 

ibid, 

28. 

δῶ, 1. 

dc syr hier sin arm et sah boh aeth Lucif Orient Symm W-H 

Sod tat. There is some difficulty here as to the construction 
without this clause unless we treat the end of verse 12 after 
evyer as bracketed. Indeed W goes further and (13) elides 
o δὲ μισθωτὸς φευγει and the following words ort μισθωτὸς 
ἐστιν, while fossat writes “mercennarius autem δὲ fugit quia 
mercennarius est,” omitting the rest δὲ non pertinet ad eum 
de ovibus. Paris® begins o δὲ μισθωτος, but, eliding φευγει 
ott pucOwrtos, continues with ἐστιν. Perhaps NBDL are 

right. 
. eyevero τότε (pro eyevero de) BLWY 33 Paris Laura’ ™ 
sah boh™ arm (slav sax goth) W-H Sod against all the rest 

(gat aeth and some boh conflate with Sod™”), and some cursives 

with ὦ b omit any copula. If we analyse this situation we 
see in the addition in slav and sax (goth is than which may be 
δὲ) the reason why BLWY added.t 
χειμὼν (sine copula) NBDGLXMW 1 [non fam] 33 42 
138 213 2P* Paris?’ Sod #f only and sah δον aeth against. 
all the rest, and against the other versions (Ὁ omits the clause), 

. adda ὑμεῖς (pro add’ uppers) NABLLWA 157 ct 2? Sogiinave 
(sah boh) W-H, 

(Cf. Orig x. 18 adda eyo) 
> kayo διδωμι αὐτοῖς ἕωην arwviov (pro kayo Conv αἰωνιον διδ. 

avrows) NBUMX'W 33 157 249 397 [non Paris” ] Sod’ 511 ΚΙΝ 
(sah boh) syr arm aeth Cyr W-H, but against all the rest 

and D and latt and Orig Eus Bas Chr Thdt. For some 

extraordinary reason Soden (so eclectic is his text) opposes 
SBLMXW ete. here. 
Out of six varying methods, viz., αὐτὼ ot μαθηται, αὐτῶ ot 

μαθηται αὐτου, avtw tantwm, οἱ μαάθηται tantum, οἱ μαθηται 

{ Again the historic imperfect, this time by 892 alone, but all perpeinating the 

Egyptian preference. See under Matt., Mark and Luke, “ Historic present.” 

+ But see Dr. Scrivener’s Plain Introduetion, Brd edition, p. 548, where he 

condemns rore for three reasons without reserve. Tischendorf avoids it. 

YX 
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J: 

xi. 27. 

52, 
. Reyes δὲ (pro Aeyer ovv) NBW Paris” boh only and [W-H]. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

avrov of most and textus receptus, BC*X W-H Sod txt choose 
the sixth expression :. .- 

ot μαθηται ἀύτω with boh, against sah and NDKWII ὃ. 
πιστεύω (pro memiotevxa) B* ™ with c** t* sah and boh 

(syr aeth and pers). Tisch omits to chronicle any versions. 

Our own A.V. of 1611 (as sax) actually uses the present 
tense, but Hort refuses to chronicle B even in his margin! 
[It is not certain that B* corrected the reading himself. ] 
See the other example of this at x. 25 under “‘ Change of 
Tense.” 

. Following this promptly we find tovro (for tavta) by 
NBCLWX 59 ? 218 397 Sod ρὲ txt., aeth boh” (against sah). 

. > ever noovs avtas ΒἘ (sol inter gr) cwm sah boh Orig 1/2, 

_ et LW Orig 1/2 (Aeyer o ene. avtows) W-H. 
I call attention to this here, because it is absolutely the 

coptic method, not only here where BLW join Origen to 

perpetuate it (alone of Greeks) mexe 1c Na‘, but at xi. 40 
just above πεχε IC NAC λέγει eeous αὐτὴ where they do not 

doit. The adhesion of W has no kind of weight to compel us 
to adopt the order, for it is simply an Egyptian habit which 
NLW (all thoroughly Egyptian) suffer from in common with 
Origen. Hort receives it as he receives everything Egyptian, 
while calling it by another name. (Om. αὐτοῖς 604 a r aur 
eg™ syr sin.) In this same verse BCL in common with coptic 
does something else which goes to show more than a common 
original I think, I refer ὦ to the final clause. (See under 
“ Tmprovement.”) 
ara wa B*( (pro adr wa) ut copt 

Tisch quotes goth, but goth “than” stands for δὲ or ovv, and 

often for ovy as here where the sense demands ἃ half-way 
house, Goth often shows this and explains—as do other 
versions in other places—why certain Mss make changes in 
copulas and otherwise. . 

Here L sah and a few omit the copula; a few Latins have 
καὶ with syr, but the great majority of authorities ουν. 

2. +6 (ante orcs) BL Sod 118 18 421 and boh [against 
sah] W-H. I placed this under “ Solecisms” first as: Tisch 
omits to record the bohairic. Cf. syr sin. 

. expavyacay B* sah goth. See under “Change of 
Tense.” 

. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 
. auTov ot μαθηται NB Sod Paris” soli et W-H cum copt. 

See remarks under “ Coptic and Latin” on this. 
+ouv NBLXW min* οὐ 213 Sods 43 ἘΠΕ δὲ 
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xvi. 28, 
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tt, We need not emphasise this because only one sahidic ms 
joins, but (same verse) : 
Reyes cv (pro av λεγε) BUXX'T and W Paris” W-H (ὐ 
Sod txt is bohairic order (and syr) against the rest and & ov 

Aeyers With the Latins and sah. 
λέγει (sine copula) BDL di mr sah boh syr hier Orig W-H 
Barra ro ψωμίον καὶ δωσω αὐτὼ BC(Li) 213 Sod eee 
boh (sah) arm aeth (Orig) W-H instead of βαψας το ψωμίον 
επιδωσω of ND plur. (W has δωσω ενβαψας To ψωμιον.) 

Again I have to accuse von Soden’s text of confiating and 

inventing Scripture. He has Bayo τὸ ψωμιον καὶ ἐπιδωσω 

αὐτῶ. As far as I can see none of the mss which have Baya 

(for βαψας) have επεδωσω. Yet Soden appropriates Baya 

but follows it with ἐπιδώσω instead of δωσω. 

τουτο ovder; (sine coprla) BWW 157 248 485 Paris’? 

Sod 1522 gol} cum sah boh* pers [W-H] (contra Origen 

et rell omn ef 892 vid). 

See under “ Homoioteleuton,” and note that sak opposes bok 

which concedes the shorter form with NBC*LQX W 33 157 213 
Sod ὃ 3171 ar. 

Tiotevoets (pro πιστευεις) B* alone with bok (all 

codices). See under “ Change of Tense.” Tischendorf quite 

neglected the Johairie support and so does Soden, but Horner 

calls attention to it. This is followed by a sahidic reading 

(and both versions must have been familiar to B). 

δια Ta epya αὐτοῦ (pro δια τὰ epya αὐταὶ B 229" sah (aeth) 

ΠΗ (-avra 24* 157 244 q r syrr arm bok diatess verss 

Lert: ravra Paris”). 

. THPNTETE BLW[Sod non Lake] 54 73 Soi δον we me τὸτὸ 

(= Lamira4 4) 8 only, with sah boh and arm alone of versions 

and W-H, against τηρησατε of DW and the rest of Greeks 

and versions. See " Change of Mood.” 

ὑμεῖς (-- δὲ NBQWY [Sod non Lake] 346 [non fam] a’ 

Paris’? Sod™ a ὃ Lucif Auct™*' and sah" bok" after the 

Coptic manner, so W-H Sod tat, and against all else and 

versions, the rest of the Latins, and Did Cyr™* and Cyr4!*. 

rotmoopeba (pro ποιησομεν) See under ‘‘ Improvement,” and 

note the sahidic pan “for us” especially. 

+eyo BL 814 soli et W-H (eyw εἰπὸν vaw X 88 127 Sod™) 

either belonging to verse 26 jin or verse 27 init. See under 

“Syriac,” but possibly attributable to the first word of 

verse 27 in sahidie = ={Kuy for αφιίημε. 

> δώσει ὑμῖν ev Tw ovopaTe ov (PTO εν τῶ OVOM. μου δωσει viv) 

NBC*LXYA 397 Sod™™ 8 sah [contra boh] Origh® Cyr 1/2 

W-H Sod txt, Opposed by the mass and by DWY Paris” and 
x 2 
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the other versions with all the Latins (except ὃ following A™) 
and Syriacs. Thesense of the varying order is quite different : 
NB etc. and sah wish to read ‘‘ And whatsoever ye shall ask 
the Father, he will give it to you in my name,” whereas the 
mass and all the versions (except sak) read: “ And whatso- 
ever ye shall ask the Father in my name, he will give it to 
you.” Of course Hort (followed by the Oxford edition of 1910) 
has no option but to follow NB, supported as they are by 
CLXYA, but is he right and is Soden right? Can we put 
enough confidence in these mss to follow them against all 
the rest and against DW with the syriac and latin hosts in 

combination? Apply Burkitt’s rule here, then consider all the 
flimsy alterations NB ask us to adopt in St. John, and our 
decision will probably come closer to the truth than that of 

Hort or of the Oxford edition or of Soden. 
xvi. 29. +e (ante παρρησιαὰ)ὺ NBCDW Sod" ἃ and only these Greeks 

against the other fifteen uncials and all minuscules and Cyr 
Chr. The only support is from sah, an OvNAPpHCIA and 

boh Hen οὐπᾶρρῃηοιδ which Tisch neglects to mention. 
Probably the ev crept in from the NYN preceding and 
influenced the common base of NBCDW. The only alter- 
native is that they got it from the Coptic. All the Latins but 
ἃ are against them with palam for the in palam of ἃ. W-H 
and Sod have ev. 

xvil. 12. [ev tw ὀνομᾶτι σου] w δεδωκας μι BC*LN*W 7 33 64 Paris” 

Cyr cum sah boh arm syr hier W-H [non Sod] (pro ous δεδ. 
μοι DW rell omn it vg syr pesh aeth Orig™). Syr sin and δὲ" 
omit ὦ or ous δεδωκας μοι. 

The idea is to conform to the language of verse 11 where ὦ Sedwxas 
κοι of the great majority is doubtless right. We get a variation in 
verse 12, but these harmonising critical authorities will have none of it, 

and repeat w. (N writes > ev τω ov. cov Ὁ καὶ ovs edwxas μοι εφυλαξα). 
xvii. 17. See under “Coptic and Latin,” and note +7 (ante ἀλήθεια) 

BW Paris” soli cwm sah et boh. Tischendorf omits to add 
coptic for this, chronicling B alone for the addition of the 

article. To B we now add W and Paris”, and the Egyptian 
picture is complete, unless we tabulate the Syriac as emphatic 
and add it to the small list. Soden also neglects sah boh. 
Hort does not follow B here as he did not know of the 
support of copt or of W Paris". 

Evil. 3. καὶ των pap. (—ex) B cum 314 [W-H] Gf. sak bok syr 
(not mentioned by Tischendorf), 

34. See under “ Order.” 
xx. 16. paBBovve: (pro ραββουνὴ BN soli cum sah 

18. See under “ Change of Number.” 
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αλλα ws =NABC Sod*" W-H txt (pro add ws) [non D hoe 

loco]. Cf. copt. 

See under “ Improvement.” 
ουδεις (sine copula) BC sak t bok" [taryTsch aon Wordsw) 
See under “ Order.” 

As to the corrector of B. 

As to the corrector of B (B* or B’) observe: 

xii. 15 where B* has θυγατὴρ (pro Ouyatep) B° has inserted H = ἢ 

i. 42. 

iv. 50. 

v. 12. 

θυγατηρ = sah and boh, but no Greeks. Von Soden misses 

this connection with the Coptic, as did Tischendorf before 

him, but Horner has observed it. It should be noted. 

Coptic and Latin sympathy. 

(Steph. Tisch, ver 41 W-H Sod). mpwrov (pro mpwtos) 

BAMT’XX°I Sod min aliq copt latt syr W-H Sod ἐπέ. 

[Non rell, non LW, non 88 vid, non 892, non Paris*’ | 
8. (Steph, Tisch, ver 42 W-H Sod). twavvov ( pro iva) XB*LW 

33 a b f f ir vg®® Gohanna vgy™) sah bok (aeth) Nonn 

Evang Hebr (teste Evan 566 marg) W-H Sod txt, but against 

all else and syrr Epiph Chr Cyr Serap. (soavva Sod*) 

(Om dim). 

. τὴ τρίτη ἡμερὰ (pro τη nuepa τὴ TpLTN) BU Sod fam 18 

127 min® Epiph'* W-H™ = beqrand sah, against boh and 

the great mass of Greeks. 

. ὁ μὴ πιστευῶν sec loco(—be) NBW ffl doh" Clem Orig 

Tert Cypr* W-H [non Sod] but against the mass. This is 

coptie manner, but most beh and all sah have δὲ. The three 

doh Mss involved are FKN. In Tésch's notes neither bok nor 

Clem appear for the omission nor in von Soden. 
ἐπίστευσεν sine copula NBDW [non minn exc, Sod?) 

ed 1 gat vg sah bok" Cyr W-H Sod txt (against καὶ emo. 

the rest and syrr bok" aeth and Paris”, and emtor. δὲ by LiT” 

213 314 s** 892). 
ἡρωτησαν (sine copula) NBD p*" Sod“ ade flr foss sah 

boh™* and syr cv arm W-H [Sod]. (Om vers WI'A b syr sin.) 

+ Add this to Tischendorf's apparatus. It is coptic (and coptic style) against all 

others, but as the others vary among themselves as to what copula to use we need not 

accuse B of dropping anything. 
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oa 

τ. 29. οἱ ra φαυλα (pro οἱ de τὰ φαυλα or καὶ οἱ τὰ φαυλα) by B 

alone of Greeks with sah [negl. Sod] and a ὁ jf Tert Aug 

W-H txt. (See under “Improvement.”) T' extant here and 

otherwise sympathetic has οἱ δε ra φαυλα. 

vi. 5. —7ov (ante φιίλίιππο) NBDNLA 88 892 Paris” Sod" ¥¢ 

Est 60 Cyr W-H Sod txt (contra rell omn et W) = lat copt. 

7 --τι BDidefilgr aur vg" W-H [non Sod] (ef. copt). 

What necessity was there for a “revision” to add τὸ here? 

See under “ Change of Number.” 

35. εἰπὲν (sine copula) BLTW 113 Paris” Laure’ Sod'* ® 

: aber foss sah bok, arm syr W-H [non Sod]. 

45. was (sine copula) NBCDLNSTW min perpauc it” vg sah 

boh arm aeth syr. sin Orig W-H Sod, against the rest and 

syr cu Cyr. 

vii. 40. See under “ Coptic.” 
vill. 14. >7 μαρτυρία μου ἀληθης eorw BW 157 985 814 Sod 

Evst 60 only of Greeks, with ὃ vg™ only of Latins, and sah, 

(against boh) Epiph Did W-H™ (non txt) [non Sod™}. As to 

Origen he is divided and so is Chr, while ΤΡ has a special 

form and order peculiar to him. See under “* Order.” 

59. -- διελθων δια pecou αὐτων καὶ παρῆγεν οὕτως δὲ Β1) Jatt sah 

syr sin W-H and Sod txt. Even ΠῚ (extant here) has it. 

Soden’s note to this is a caricature. No one could guess from 

it that no minuseules omit, not even Paris”. - 

in. 4. ημας.. μὲ BDT! [non minn] ἃ sah (aeth) syr hier W-H 

᾿ Sod txt, against 

CME vv ae fl by most, all Latins but d syr and most versions, 

but ἡμᾶς... «μᾶς NLW boh arab Cyr and Tisch, 

Tt will be noticed that W now lends its support to NL. See 

Tischendorf’s note on the subject and full evidence in the second part 

of this book under “ Differences between δὲ and B.” The testimony of 

Origen is not satisfactory enough to draw a conclusion as between NL'W 

bok and BDT" sah. 
totes 

ix. 11. ὁ avOpwros ὁ reyouevos (pro avOpwmos rey.) NBT! 1 33 

Laura! sah boh W-H Sod txt (ανθρωπος o λεγομενος Sod’ 

Paris” al.) et αἴ. latt. 

24. ex Sevtepov post tov avOpwrov NBD{LT'W 33 Laura*™ 

Sod®! 100 14 Ton Paris*'] bc dt ὁ fl ᾳ sah boh syr pesh W-H 

+ Dd substitute αὐτὸν and ewrt for τὸν ἀνθρωπον, 88 do only syr sin and arm, while 

pers merges τὸν avépwmoy os ἣν τυῴλον by expressing “ the blind,” “caecum,” or “ τὸν 

Tepe.” 
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Sod txt whereas the rest place the expression after εφωνησεν 
ouv (Om. gat). 

. <nakw NBD[non T']W 2° Paris” a bede f gtr gat aur 
vg sah boh syr hier (nut syr sin) Nonn W-H [Sod], against all 

the rest all other versions and Cyr. 

5. εἰς Tov υἱὸν Tov avOpwmov (pro es τι νιον τοῦ Θεου)ὺ NBDW 

Paris’ d sah and syr sin Tisch™ W-H™* [non Sod] against 
all the rest including LT’ (with them above) and Cyr Tert. I 
do not enlarge on this miserable change. I have commented 
upon it in my ‘Genesis of the Versions,’ pp. 899/400. Soden 
violates what principles he has by opposing NBD'W here. 

x. 14 fin. καὶ ywookover pe Ta cpa = NB(D)LW it vg sah boh aeth 

19 

xi. 18. 

30. 

syr hier goth Eus Cyr™* Nonn W-H [non Sod] (cf. Epiph et 

diatess infra) bat καὶ γινωσκομαι ὑπὸ τῶν euav A rell gr 

omn syr pesh arm Chr Cyr™ να Thdt. Syr sin conflates both 

these readings (not indicated by Soden). 
(Epiph invertens καὶ yap τὰ ἐμὰ mpoBata γινώσκει pe καὶ 

γινώσκω ta ena πρόβατα. Cf. diatess arab.) 

This is quite a remarkable place. Not a single recorded 

minuscule [not even Paris”] agrees with the five uncials: 
NBDLW for the active construction, yet ail the Latins go 
with sah boh for it. And as sy7 sin amplifies and conflates the 
two, both must be equally old. 

The diatess (not inverting) seems to preserve the singular 
exhibited by Epiph: ‘‘And I know what is mine, and what 
is mine knoweth me,” continuing as the Greek in a harmonious 
sentence καθὼς yivwoKe μὲ ὁ πατήρ. 

Again Soden’s text opposes NBDLW. How can he reconcile 
this action with his attitude elsewhere when he follows NB 

or BD alone? 
init. σχίσμα (sine copula) NBLXW 88 157 218 249 Paris” 
Sod it [non d] vg [non vg”™] sah arm W-H Sod txt, contra 

rell et Chr Cyr, et syr sin +‘ And while he was speaking these 

things.” 
. —Kadws εἰπὸν υμιν NBKLM*II* ef W Sed min 

aliq [non Paris*] ὁ 9 vg (et sax) gat sah boh arm, W-H Sod txt, 
against the rest most Old Latins and syr sin. 

. See Burgon ‘ Causes of Corruption,’ Burgon/Miller, p. 24/26. 
. καὶ ToNAoL ἐπίστευσαν NBDLX 1 88 157 218 248 249 
Paris’? Sod’ 140 τὰν ΟΝ ft yg sah boh (et syr arm aeth) W-H 

[non Sod] against καὶ ἐπίστευσαν πολλοὶ of A and most with 
goth (arab). (ποῖλοε ovv ἐπίστευσαν W.) 
βηθανια (-- ἡ) Only SB Sod? with Lat and Copt W-H ἐπέ, 

Not even W agrees. 

See under Δ Improvement.” 
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> οὐκ av μου οαδελῴος ἀπεθανεν D* (sah boh). Cf. ove av pov 

αἀπεθανεν o adekgos NBC*LAW Sod 444 1443 33 954 ὃ W-H 
Sod txt against οὐκ av ἀπεθανεν μου ο adeAdos AX gr plur and 
ove av απεθανε o αδέλφος μου 69 [non fam] 397 Sod*™% it vg 
arm syr. Yet another variation is: ὁ adeXdos pov ove av 
απεθανεν by i**. Paris®’ omits μου (“οὐκ av ἀπεθανεν 0 αδέλφος " 
simply). It may represent the base, and pov have crept in to 
the varying positions. There is so little serious textual 

variation in this much challenged chapter that every little 
thing is interesting. 
ταυτα (sine copula) NBLQW2 Sod™ sah ὃ ὁ f gl gat vg 

syr sin W-H Sod ἐπέ. 
This I am sure is real coptic (sahidic) influence here 

because NB alone write in this verse αὐτου οἱ μαθηται. placing 
the possessive first as is the coptic manner, and in sah it is 
very striking, both as to this and as to the absence of copula, 
for sah heads the verse. NECRRACHTHC: “ His disciples ’”’ 

proceeding: “ knew not these” bringing ravra later, but com- 
pletely abandoning the copula (except one sah ms’) and 
giving great prominence to αὐτου o: μαθηται which NB follow 
against all others. W omits the copula but does not follow 

᾿ the coptic method here. Do the critics really mean to tell me 

18. 
35. 

xiii. 11. 

that I am wrong again and that a common underlying Greek 

text is responsible for αὐτοῦ οἱ μαθηται in NB and in sah? 

Why then does W not doit? Observe W with NB elsewhere 
all around this passage. 

If anything be wanting to show B’s real sympathy of eye 
with the sahidic version—(I have shown it previously)—let the 
critics observe the order maintained by B alone two verses 
beyond at xii. 18. 
See under “ Order.” . 
τὸ φως εν yuv eote NBDKUMXII and WY minn™™ at vg 

boh Cyr 1/2 Nonn W-H Sod ἐπέ, but 

To φως μεθ υμων ects A the rest and sah syr arm aeth Chr 
Cyr 1/2. 

Ἔστι (ante ovxs waves καθαροι eate) BCLW 33 213 397 
Sod?8* 19 54 (110 ἘΠΝ δὶ @ ἢ 6 f Ff lq 7 sah boh syr Cyr W-H 
[Sod], but against N and the rest, 6 and Orig. (Paris 
repeats αλλ in this place from the previous verse; but syr 

t In Tischendorf's apparatus change D to D* (ὦ reads frater meus) and add ὃ after 
264, for ὃ actually reads mews over pov thus : 

n effer mf morruul frar 
Οὐκ AN MOY - ANEGANEN - O - ASEL*OCG 
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sin otherwise, for δια tovto etc: ‘‘ Because of him said he 

this word.”’) 
ote ουν εξηλθεν NBCDLXW minn non pauc., latt copt Orig, 
W-H Sod txt, but ovy is against syr and the rest of the 
Greeks. 
κυριε οὐκ οἰδαμεν που vTayes, πως (—Kat)... BCLW sah 

boh*” aeth and arab with a br and syr sin W-H [non Sod]. Ido 
not definitely accuse this of not being basic (although Tertullian 
is against it), yet the changes by the various authorities in 
the form of the sentence following, where δὲ and B are divided 
once more, shows ancient editing at this place, and the 

absence of copula may be due only to Egyptian influence. 
Yet a bv and syr sin are of weight, although ὦ and the rest 
oppose. Arab continues the Egyptian traditions for omission. 
Observe in xiv. 7 soon following, another suppression of καὶ 
before the ἀπαρτὶ clause by a B group, this time followed 
by Soden as well as by W-H, against δὲ and the majority, 

and furthermore at :— 
. A second suppression of καὶ before πως by NBQW 58 Paris”, 

this time with a bce fg foss vg Iren™ Hil and boh™ [not 
sah this time nor syr sin] W-H [non Sod] while aeth here 
with pers and Cyr have πὼς ovv. Observe D and d are still 

absent, as at xiv. 5, and it is fair criticism that instead of 

“ Antioch” revising by adding καὶ in both places, D θέ al. 
preserve the “ true text” with it, since the authorities which 
omit in the one and in the other places are not agreed among 
themselves, or rather disagree completely and it is in the 

Egyptian manner to omit. 
τουτο ποιήσω (pro εγω ποιήσω) Only BALA? Sod" 33 124 
[non fam] 249 262 397 Laurat# Sod¥ 1181 145 lam N Hyst 16 
eg qr gat vg Aug boh sah aeth (+vpuv) Cyr W-H™ [non 
Sod]. Add sah to Tischendorf’s and Soden’s apparatus for this. 
(M* reads eyw tovto). It is opposed by the great mass of 
good authorities and looks very non-neutral. In fact the 
14th verse is entirely omitted by some authorities including 
syr sin and syr hier and most codd of arm, and Chr, and 

ὃ and vg. 
οταν sine copula NBA 2P¢ Paris” ὁ 1 m ὃ vg® 867,55 boh™ syr 

hier pers arab sax Did Chr Epiph Novat Hil W-H [non Sod], 
but against all others and Cyr. 
ort eyo ὑπαγω προς Tov matepa NBDLW 314 Laura‘ "ἢ 
Sod" κ᾿ ἃ ὁ ffrsah boh" aeth Orig W-H and Sod tat (against 

all the rest and syr including sin, and V and Paris”). 

εγνω sine copula NBDLW 1 [non fam] 33 348 2° Sod’? 1.5 
abder aur boh" sah arm pers georg (Orig) W-H Sod tet. 
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xvi. 23, -or1 BCD*LNY 42 Sod™* [non WW Paris”) ὃ ἃ ὁ f 

25. 

21. 

24. 

9 4 gat vg [contra ac r δ] Orig Ath Cyr Quacst, and 
boh (which version Tisch and Soden neglectt) W-H Sod tzt, 

against δὲ and the rest. : 
εἐρχεται (-- αλλ) NBC*D*LXYU? and W 1 [non fam] 33 69 

[non fam] 218 Paris” Sod? ™° a b deg gat vg (hinc sax) sah 
arm syr hier Orig Aug W-H Sod txt, but against the rest 

and Orig Ath Cyr. 
. τελείωσας (pro ετελειώσα) NABCLNII e¢ W 1 [non fam] 33 
42 122 246 Paris” wt b ff Hil 1/2 sah boh aeth Cyr 1/2 
W-H Sod txt, against the rest, whose testimony is strong, 
including that of Ign. {τετελείωκα Sod’* ut lat.] 

. εἰσιν (proeotw) See under “ Change of Number.” 
. This is a peculiar and interesting place. 

““αγιασον avtovs ev τὴ adndea” without cov is read by 

N(B)AC*DLI? and W 1 Paris Sod (Cyr) and the Latins 
and sah boh W-H [non Sod], but all the other versions have 

σου. The interesting point is that B alone [not sah boh] 
drops τη before αληθεια, reading like the Latins “in veritate.” 
We narrow the matter of the versions here down to Latin 

and Coptic, and since in the same verse B adds ἡ before 
ἀλήθεια subsequently with W Paris” only of Greeks but 
both sak boht we are clearly on Latin and Coptic ground 
and in connection with both. Observe Soden’s critical prin- 
ciples or eclecticism here. He holds cov in verse 17 while 
rejecting ετελείωσα above in verse 4 both witnessed to by the 
same group. 
wa Kat avtos ἐν μιν (—&) wow §=BO*DWabcdervg® sah 
arm W-H [non Sod] against the mass. The few Fathers who 
quote without é are also found to have it elsewhere, and Clem 

has it, which should be decisive as against D. Syr sin is illegible 
just at this place. Perhaps the vulgate Ms Εἰ gives us the key. 
It writes ut ipst in nobis in (unum...) reduplicating the ἐν. 
Possibly ENHMINENWCIN in the uncial writing caused the 
withdrawal of EN (ἑν) after ἡμιν. Both V and Paris” retain 
ἐν with δὲ and the mass. 
This place does not really belong under the present heading. 
I do not know exactly where to put it. It refers to a very 
difficult matter. I will cite the verse in full: 

πάτερ (πατήρ BAN ; om. et subleg. καὶ syr sin) ods SeSaxas μοι 
θέλω wa οπου εἰμέ εγω κακεινοι WoLY μετ ἐεμου Wa θεωρωσιν THY 

{ But in view of Coptic methods should be noticed here. 
} And perhaps the emphatic Syriac. 
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δοξαν την ἐμην, ἣν δεδωκας (al. εδωκας) por oTs NyaTNGas με 

προ καταβολης κοσμου. 

Clem, quoting 24/26, does not vary (except as to the tense 

of “gavest”) and employs ods. So do the other Fathers: 

Eus Chr Cyr Cypr Thdt etc., but SBDW Paris’ boh 

[non sah] goth and d (agreeing with D™) and syr sin W-H 
and Sod txt substitute ὃ for ots. The only key to an 
error in writing would occur if πατὴρ were absent between 
the two verses, as is the case in syr sin alone, and where 
nyannoas would be followed by ous: HTANHCACOYGC, but this 

cause of corruption is very unlikely. Clearly here NBDW d 
boh goth syr sin hold the more difficult (most difficult) reading. 
Hort adopts it, but has nothing in his ‘Notes on Select 
Readings’ about it. The Oxford edition of 1910 places ods 
in the margin and Souter gives the evidence in a footnote. 
Soden boldly adopts ὃ (although Sod’ reads ov [showing an 
original difficulty, but not 6]) notwithstanding the fact that 
the omission which he neglected in verse 21 just above was 
sustained by a rather stronger family group. 

To what 6 refers is difficult to conjecture, and I would only 
remark as to the relative age of bok and sah that it is boh 
which goes with the accepted minority here for the hard reading 
and not sah. Surely if δοῦν belonged to the vi" or vii™ 
century this 6 would have been smoothed to ods by then. 
My excuse for inserting this matter here, on the authority 
only of d and boh of the Latt and Coptt, is that it calls 
attention to this matter of date. 
neorovber δὲ τω Inoov Σιμων Πετρος και (—6) adros μαθητης. 
Thus: ἄλλος without the article N*ABD™? WY 106 οἷ᾽ 208 8r° 
Sod? 22 [mon Paris] with sah boh (KEgex&@HTHC) tt vg 

(alius) and Nonnus specifically “καὶ veos addos etatpos,” but 
the article is found in CN‘ fourteen other uncials Chr and 

Cyr, and rather specifically in syr “et unus ex discipulis aliis.”’ 
W-H and Sod suppress the article. 
> yootos nv (pro nv yootos) BW 4 Paris” Sodé*® it” boh 

(sah) and syr W-H™. 

πείλατος (—6) BC* Sod** soli vid et W-H. Cf. latt boh. 

—ouy sec. BC 225 250 sah” δον ὁ ᾳ vgS® syr pesh sin arm 
W-H. 

ο πείλατος ante εζητε NBLUMXWY fam 13 33 249 Paris” 
Laura4 1% Sod**! 1110 1089 [male 1390] Κι CN ite sah boh Cyr W-H Sod 

tat, against two other varieties of order, while ὃ omits Pilate 

outright. 
παρέλαβον ovy tov ἴησουν tantum sine addit. B(L)X (19) 33 

(42) (61*) 249 abce finr aur boh Cyr W-H Sod ἐπέ. 
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There are a host of varieties here, chiefly of amplification. Of the 
versions, outside of the Old Latins named, all add something except boh. 
Even sah has ‘‘ But they when they had taken Jesus, they brought him 
out.” In such cases, when the critics follow B and so few witnesses, I 

wish to call particular attention to the fact that boh agrees and not 
sah. In such passages then boh has not been smoothed and added to 
as they would have us believe. 

Jobn 

xix. 20. > εβραιστι ρωμαιστι ἔλληνίστι BUNXYW et S* (hiat N* ex 
hom.) 33 74 89 90 284 248 g®* γι Paris®? Sod? 1110 1089 5362 
Κι ΝΒ ¢ f sah et boh arm aeth georg syr hier Cyr W-H Sod ἐπέ 
{contra rell pl.: eBp. edd. pap. | 

24. —n λεγουσα ὃὲΒ 249 a bee ff r georg sah” [non omn] 
Ps-Ath W-H. 

No others omit, not even WY or Paris”, but ο΄ pers probably 
representing syr sin still missing. Pers says ‘‘and the Scripture was 
fulfilled,” whereas syr pesh says ‘‘and the Scripture was fulfilled which 
said” (for the usual wa ἡ γραφὴ πληρωθὴ ἡ λεγουσα). The omission by 
NB sah” is against Cyril although made their own by W-H, and Soden 
encloses the words in square brackets. Why then oppose as he does 
the larger group at xvili. 21 above? 

John 

xx. 6. See under “Improvement.” 
xxi. 20. ἐπέστραφεις (—copula) BACI*W 33 265 νη Sod beegr 

gat vgg” sah arm pers georg. (Simon turned round and saw 
syr sin). The rest have δὲ or και, and Chr ow. W-H and 

Sod txt omit the copula. 
21. rovrov +ovv. See under ‘‘ Improvement.” 

Traces of Syriac Sympathy. 

John 
iii. 25. B alone adds των after μαθητων, reading ex των μαθητων των 

Iwavov. This may be reduplication, but ¢f syr sin and syr 
pesh: ‘of one of the disciples of John.” 

28. It is a little curious that so soon after this B alone with syr 
hier adds eyw after εἰπὸν so [W-H], while Τὴ and syr cu sin 
prefix eyw, but the other Greeks all eschew this. 

Again : 
34. --το πνεῦμα = B* 5 (8 τ * ?) might be omitted also in syr sin. 

iv. 11. τῆ γυν “B* cum syr sin et W-H tat (exewn pro ἡ γυνὴ &). 
. Westcott and Hort here followed B alone. This is now found 

supported by syr sin, while δὲ substitutes ἐκείνη. Cf. the cursive 28 
- (sister Ms to W) and dimma at John xx. 15, execvos pro o Τησους also with 
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syr sin alone. Von Soden does not mention this at all in his notes, 

although I called attention to it specifically in the Appendix, vol. ii., of 
my ‘Genesis of the Versions,’ pp. 100 and 171, and Scholz had duly 
reported 28 for exeuvos. 

The scientific course would be to follow syr sin in both places. Of 
course Hort did not dream of following Evan. 28 at xx. 15. But this 
situation reveals the insecurity of a text founded on preconceived ideas. 
If syr sin be right in iv. 11 why not at xx. 15? The answer is because 
B is the key. Anything which supports B is greedily availed of, as will 
be a few readings of the new ms W. But let syr sin or W oppose B, 
however much other support they may have, and the Hortites tumble 

over themselves to get away from such readings. 
ἐκεῖνος is a word however of peculiar importance in St. John, and 

these passages are well worthy of thought. See John ii. 21, iv. 25 for 

its general use, and xvi. 13/14 de spiritu veritatis. 
Dr. Abbott does not go into this matter very fully in his Johannine 

Grammar (but see § 2381, 2, 2731, 2), and as the Concordances do not 

subdivide the subjects, I append a list of the diverse applications of 
exewvos, εκεινοι, and exewn in St. John’s Gospel. The word is used 

specifically : 

Of God at vi. 29 
Of the Father i. 33, v. 19 88, vii. 29, viii. 42 

Of the Son i. 18, ii. 21 
Declaration of the Son of God ix. 37 εἰπε δε avtw ο ἴησους και 

εωρακᾶς aUTOV και ὁ λάλων META σοὺ EKELVOS ἐστιν. 

Of the announced Christ iii. 28 80 (testimony of the Baptist), 
iv. 25 (testimony of the Samaritan woman). 

Of the Light of Heaven 1. 8 (Gf. v. 35) 
Of the Holy Spirit xiv. 26, xvi. 813 14 
Of the Word xii. 48 

Of the Scriptures v. 39 
Of the believer xiv. 12 21, xvii. 24. Also vi. 57 (of 

the communicant) 

Of the angels at the tomb xx. 13 
Of the Healer (in the mouth of the paralytic) v.11 ὁ ποιησας 

με UYLN EXELVOS μοι εἶπεν... 

As well as of Jesus in the mouth of the Jews. vii. 11 οἱ ουν 
TovSaror εζητουν avtov ev τὴ εορτὴ καὶ ἔλεγον Tov εστιν 

εκεινος; again ix. 12 mou eorw εκεινος; again ix. 28 
συ et μαθητης execvov; and again xix. 21 ἔλεγον ovy τω 
πίλατω οἱ ἀρχίερεις των Ἰουδαίων μη γραφε o βασίλευς των 

Ἰουδαίων add ote εκεινος εἰπε βασίλευς εἰμι των Ἰουδαίων. 

Of the year οἱ Christ’s death (rov ενιαυτου exewov) Χὶ. 49, 
xvill. 13 

Also of John Baptist v. 35 (cf. i. 8) 
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Of John the writer xix, 85 

Of the beloved apostle xiii. 25, xxi. 7 23 
Of Moses v. 46 47 
Of the disciple known to the High priest xviii. 15 
Of Peter the denier xviii. 17 25 (at xiii. 6 NB Bb 

Orig Cyr omit ἐκεῖνος) 
Of the disciples xi. 13 
Of Mary, sister of Martha _—xi. 29 
Of Mary Magdalene xx. 15 16 
Of the scribes and pharisees vii. 45 
Of the blind man ix. 9 11 25 36 
Of the sheep x. 16 
Of the false shepherd x.1 
Of another teacher coming in his own name v.43 
Of Judas xiii. 26 27 30 
Of Satan viii. 44 
Of the Jews x. 6 35 (add xix. 15 by BLXN 

Laura *! Sod"! Κι § 6 g Cyr W-H Sod tzt ἢ 

It is even found in the pericope de adult. at viii. 10 ἀνακυψας 
δὲ o ἴησους καὶ μηδενα θεασαμενος πλὴν τῆς yuvaixos εἰπὲν αὐτὴ 

“Ἢ γυνὴ tov εἰσιν EKELVOL οἱ κατηγοροι σου, ουδεις σε KaTexpivev ;” 

Add xx. 15 of him whom Mary supposed to be the gardener 
(testimony of 28 and syr sin), and iv. 11 of the woman of Samaria 
(testimony of δὲ). ΄ 

Traces of Syriac (continued). 

John 

vi. 71. εἰς των dwSexa(—av) BC*DL 230 Sod? 3851 551 2 geth [against 
sah boh] and syrr only W-H [non Sod txt] (ὃν pro dv 604). 

vii. 84. tye ~ See under ““ Improvement.” 
viii. 89. eote...morecte B ff vg (Orig) pro nre...eroete. W-H ἐσὲ 

[Sod ete . . ἐποιεῖτε αν} (Cf. syr sin). . 
xi. 2. μαριαμ B 33 syr W-H (Copt latin and the rest papia) 

§19. μαριαμ again BCDLA syr W-H, here, in another case “πρὸς 
Μαρθαν και Maprap,”’ instead of Maprav as & and most. 

+ Soden should not include 88 for this. 
$ Soden’s notes are so constructed here as to be very obscure. The reading of B ποιειτε 

being relegated to the third series of notes with 183 (my 604) which latter however hag 
av which is missing in B, and has τε against core. The connection between these 
matters is lost in Soden’s apparatus as often elsewhere. ‘ 

§ Soden quotes “lat” for this accusative but neglects to speak of syr here, or 
above, or below. 
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But here only 33 138 Paris” Sod° and 2"? are recorded for 
Μαριαμ.) 

The above should be noted as to a kind of indirect Syriac 

influence on B, for at :— 

B (possibly C) and syr sin ALONE omit κυριε of all known Mss 
and versions except Hvst 54, not quoted by Tisch or Horner or 
Soden; and the omission in Sod edition, relegated to his 

bottom notes as if of no importance! Has Soden not read 
Merz on this (p. 273 of the Schlussband) ? 

. B holds μαριαμ here but with D and ACKLAITI Sod 33 188 
157 Paris’, while δὲ maintains μαριαν; the same applies to 

xi, 31.) 

. paptap, nominative, BC*E*L 33 157 Paris” syr (μαρια δὲ rell) 

. μαριαμ " B 1 [non fam] 38 Paris’’ δον * syx (μαρια 
ἐξ rell) 

See below at xx. 16. 
—ras Balone with syr sin. Perhapsan error or deliberate 
harmonising with verse 44. Relegated to Soden’s bottom - 

notes, where he omits syr sin (cf. Merz, p. 335). 

εβλεπον sine copula BC 16 245 Sod™® e arm pers (Orig) 8α] 

et 8° W-H. 

I venture to place this here, although the syriacs have a 

copula, since pers and arm are agreed to support BC, and 
possibly the old syriac underlying pers and arm was without 
it, and BC may represent the base here. The more so as in 
verse 25 οὖν or δὲ omitted by BC 138 e Orig only, is also 

wanting in syr sin. Soden quotes ¥ for omission, but Lake 
does not record it. ) 

See under ‘‘ Coptic and Latin.” 
This is a place of some importance, although involving the 
addition merely of the little personal pronoun eyw. Tischen- 
dorf says: “vpiv...Praeterea Bi 127 add eyw (sive ad υμιν 
sive ad seqq trahitur,” by which he means that we can read 
either at the end of verse 26 mavta a εἰπὸν υὑμιν eyo, OF παντὰ 

α εἰπὸν υμιν, and place the eyw at the head of verse 27: “ey 
εἰρηνην αφιημι uuu.” 

Asa matter οἱ fact Evan 127, correctly reported by Birch, 

is misreported by Scholz and Tischendorf, for 127 reads in 

verse 26 παντὰ a eyo εἰπὸν ὑμῖν as X 88 Sod™ and not πανταὰα 
a εἰπὸν υμιν eyo as BL 314 (= Sod), so that while 127 

definitely places eyw in verse 26, BL are indeterminate as to 

adding it at end of verse 26 or at beginning of verse 27. 
No other Greeks or Latins add in either place! Hort however 
crams it in after vu verse 26 fin [R.V. does not, again 
opposing Hort]. Neither of the coptic versions has eyw in 
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either verse, but the first word in sahidic of verse 27 is 

“κω (= αφιημὴ which might mislead the eye. In aeth 
however εγὼ is present in the same position asin BL. The 
situation in syriac is as follows: 

SyrP> says 26/27 παντα a εἰπὸν eyo υμὲν " εἰρήνην αφιημι 
eyo υμιν. Syr (lesson 150) has εγω in’ verse 27 but not in 
verse 26. Syr has eyw verse 26 fin without ὑμὲν (as Cyr only 
butabce f lmr aur omit vy), and syr™ apparently has 
ὑμῖν without eym (separately) but eyw separately verse 27 after 
agdinut (Lewis ed. p. 254 note “ Dissimilia” line 4, and 

photograph opp. 1st col. line 4). At any rate the eyo of BL 
seems clearly due to the influence of a version. Tischendorf 
says nothing of the Syriac. 
[W* is wanting from xiv. 25 to xvi. 7 and 892 ceases on 

parchment at xiv. 23.] 
Matter of order and quite important. As to Pilate’s speech 
to our Lord. Instead of οὐκ odas ote εἕξουσιαν exw σταυρωσαι 
σε καὶ εξ. exw ἀπολυσαι σε, the order is reversed to: 
aTmo\vea σε.. -«σταυρωσαι ce by NBAE*N Sod® ¢ and syr 
pesh [hiat sin] only, but with pers (doubtless representing 
the missing syr sin [Tisch forgets pers|) and arab W-H 
[against both coptics]. 
WY all minn. including Paris” give us the usual order 

which Soden follows. 
In this connection observe the order δεδομενον σοὶ here of 
NBD™LY and W Sod!" * with syr and i! Cypr Iren™ 
Orig™ 1/2 W-H Sod ἐπέ, against σοι Sedopevov of most and 
Cyr. The order in the previous clause κατ ἐμου οὐδεμιαν of 
NBD™KLXWY 1 33 124 [non fam] 138 157 206 Paris®’ 
Laura‘! W-H Sod ἐπέ is also Latin order. Observe also 
the o παράδους in this verse of NBEAA Sod min™"4 ρὲ 
W-H [non Sod tat] (for ο παραδιδους) = it vg syr: qui tradidit.’ 
μαριαμ (pro papa) B with NLNOM and W 1 33 71™™* 
we" Sod"! 1222 sah boh syr Greg Nyss Sev (Nonn) Tisch** 
W-H“™ [non Sod]. 

(See above-at xi. 2, 19, 28, 32, xii. 3). 

This is quite noteworthy. It occurs in our Lord’s single- 
worded address to the woman—(and is the correct lingual 
antithesis as it were to the answer “ paSPour!” introduced 
in NB and the majority by εβραιστι but not by all) ;—whereas 

+ Paris” breaks off at xx. 15, the last leaves having apparently perished, as have 
the last leaves of the Apoc. in some mss, and as those or that of St. Mark where that 
Gospel came last. 
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sah boh do not use μαριαμ but μαρια earlier in the chapter, 
as do the rest. δὲ however has μαριαμ throughout. 
μαριαμ again BNL 1 33 2”° [Sod teste] sah [non boh] syr 

Nonn 
τινος bis pro τινων bis B (sol inter gr) ae f r syr Cypr 

Orig™ Eus. 

“ Form.” 

2. ehaBav Β [non W-H] 
ἢ XN C80 ()}» εραυνατε BN Sod°® (pro epevvate) et W-H 

. εραυνησον δ ΒΤ [non N] (pro ερευνησονῚ) 
The word occurs nowhere else in the Gospels. But at 

1 Pet. 1. 10 εξηραυνησαν by NAB* while in the very next 

verse 11 epavvwrtes follows by NB* but not by A. 

At 1 Cor. ii. 10 epavva by NAB* and C, but at Rom. viii. 27 

only δὲ has epavywy against B and the rest ερευνων. Finally 

at Apoc. ii. 23 epavywy is found in AC (hiat B) but ερευνων 

here by δὲ and the rest. 
Tmepa (pro περαν) Bt! Cf Liddell and Scott [non W-H] 

Soden does not care to record this in his foot-notes, so B 

remains alone. But it is an indubitable “ improvement.” 
. οὐχὶ ouTos (pio οὐχ ovTos) BT et W-H 

. μετα ἀλλήλων (pro pet’ adr.) B 157 soli [non W-H| 
Soden did not recollate St. John in 157 so does not record 

it; but he adds Sod’ Sod*' (presumably ¢ 371 = Evan 4 at 

Paris) and V although not reported by Lake. 
μοι (pro enor) BT Orig (Until BT were carefully collated 
Orig was always cited alone for this. No others seem to join, 
nor 892 nor Paris’? more recently collated). W-H place poe 
in text and do not consider eyo at all. Soden retains ewor and 

has no new evidence for μοι. 
kav (pro καὶ eav) NBDW Sod* soli et W-H (ef. viii. 14 ubt 

καν habent mMss™ et sah boh, sed Orig cX" και, cf. viii. 16 

kav & solus) 

eopaxes B* et W Sod’ (pro ewpaxas) [non W-H] 

εκυκλευσαν Β ὲ 
ev Tn αναστησει ΒΒ (270 εν τὴ αναστασει) [negl. Sod| 

evmaca( pro εἰπουσα secund.) BC 

+ By using καν for καὶ eav at viii. 16 δὲ (alone) shows that this is a ‘‘ preference.” 
The others do not have it there. Are they rizht at viii. 55? Observe that Clem*'** uses 

xay elsewhere. 

Z 
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Actually in W-H text because C supports. No marginal alternative. 
The Oxford text of 1910 restores exrovca. I-presume evraca is a “ form” 
and not a change of tense, but unless B intended a subtle variation 

between the first and second e:wovca in the verse; it is difficult to see 

why he writes thus. Compare the versions. Latin and sah make the 
first εἰπουσα =a past participle, and the second a present participle. 
(ectwv sec. loco by the critical codex 213 (= Sod’) so often in the B 

group elsewhere.) Boh, according to Horner, conveys a past participle 
in the second place. 

In order to avoid burdening the apparatus in Part II. with a lot 
of minor differences in form or spelling,t I have not chronicled a 

host of places where δὲ or B write εἰπαν for εἰπὸν. I wish I had 
done so however, as this case arises which might seem at first sight 
to require delicate treatment. But it will be seen, as neither δὲ nor B 

‘are constant in the use of εἰπαν, that it is merely a matter of 
occasional preference with either of them (indeed D writes ἔλεγον and 
ἔλεγαν in the same: verse, John ix. 16) and that εἰπασα secund. in 
xi. 28 is not to be regarded seriously. Some cursive mss place a stop 
after αὐτῆς" and. before λαθρα εἰπουσα, but I do not think B was 
finessing here. Hort (‘Notes on Orthography,’ vol. ii., p. 164, col. 1]. 
top) says: ‘‘The participles εἴπας, εἴπασα are rare: the forms in -avtos, 
-avres, -avta have no sufficient authority anywhere.” It is regrettable 

that he did not refer to this place at John xi. 28 where εἰποῦσα is first 
used and then eizaca, by himself and BC only. He admits that exravtos 

and cases other than the nominative are not recognisable in the N. T. 
Then why admit eaca in xi, 28? Why not have used eas at ix. 6 
where ‘the discourse had preceded the act of healing? Cf. some Mss in _ 
note below at xi. 38. 

John 

xi. 37. ανυξας B*D [non W-H] 
ὃ 38. ενβρειμώμενος B*D (Cf. xv. 18 μεμεισηκεν BIX) 

xii. 15. Σείων (pro Σιων) B*A [non W-H] 
82. av (pro eav) B 18 [non fam] W-H. Here 157 

Sod’ *" Orig Ath Bas. Chr Caes have οταν. 

(xiv. 13. atte pro αἰτήσητε BQ only and W-H™. It may be 
ellipsis or ‘‘ Change of Tense.”’ See thereunder and also as 
to the same form at xv..16 by BLY. There Sod does not 

even record a:tnre although he did at xiv. 13. Sod'** alone 

improvises αἰτήσησθε at xiv. 13. ) 

{ Thus sometimes B spells παρησια with one p, sometimes it is δὶ who does this. 
$ Thus taking for example John ix. we find ix. 22 26 ειπαν by δὲ alone, ix. 28 40 

εἰπαν ND, ix. 20 εἰπαν NBL [not Ὁ], ix. 12 28 24 34 εἰπαν NBD.. é 

§ ἐμβριμουμενος NAU al. .aliq; εμβριμωμενος plur; sed ενβριμων W3. ἐμβριμη- 
σαμενος C*X 218 Sod’ δὴ) Andrt; (εμβριμωσαμενος t**, εμβριμωαμενος K), 
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(xiv. 19. ζησετε pro ἕησεσθε BULX 213 only, but adopted by Tisch on 

ibid. 

xvi. 

xvii. 

24. 

82. 

6. 

. 0 av θέλητε B 209 

the ground that at v. 25, vi. 5157 58 ζησει and ξησουσιν are 

found and not ἕξησεται and ἕησονται, but, as he points out, 

ζησεται is found, without variation, at xi. 25. I place the 

matter here as it hardly seems right to put it under 
changes in verbal voices; yet a delicate shade of meaning 
seems to underlie one or other of these forms in the 
particular connection involved, and which one the writer of 
the Gospel used we shall never know. W-H follow BLX 
with ἕησετε. Soden adds 213 (Sod™*) but does not follow it, 

yet 213 is a regular adherent to and confirmer of the B 

transmission. ) 
. (pevn pro μεινὴ = SBL 33*(Sod] 213 Paris” W-H Sod txt. 
“Form” or change of tense. But Origen eupevn and Hus 

Cyr pewn ut vid. ) 
( pevnte pro pewnte NABI Sod®* Paris” W-H Sod txt. 
The same applies here. Above a writes maneat but manseritis 
here, while d above has manserit (with most) but maneatis 

here. ) 
. οὐδὲ ev (pro ουδὲ) B. Cf. CW Sod* ad xxi. 3 [non B] 
. οὐδὲ εἰς (pro ovdets) B 

. pevn (pro pewn) S*ABD Paris” Sod” W-H Sod txt. Yet 

another Greek combination for this. d here has maneat but 

not ὦ nor the rest. ) 

= ν᾿ xt 

ocatan Coane ἐξ Rell o εαν θέλητε et W-H ὦ Sod 

. γενησθε pro γενησεσθε BDLMXA min pauc Amphil Chr 
W-H [non Sod]. Hillipsis or intentional change? γίνεσθε 

Paris”. ) 
. εἰχοσαν (pro εἰχον) NBN*LIP Ifnon fam] 19 mg 33 7 

(negl Tisch Sod) Sod'** [non VW Paris] Origeott nen ublane Gy pter 
W-H Sod txt (ειχαν D*). 

evyoaay (pro εἰχον) NBL* (hiat N)II? [non fam] 19 mg 
33 Sod*** 2r¢ W-H Sod txt against the rest and against Cyr 

here (exyav D*). 

Kape (pro Kat ee) NBC*LNW Ifnon fam exc. Sod] 
138 Sod* Cyr W-H Sod tat against the rest and Const Did. 
καμοι (pro καὶ εμοι) «(ΒΥ Sod? lfnon fam] 33 138 W-H 
[non Sod] against δὲ the rest and Orig Eus Did Chr Cyr. 

ibid fin. τετηρηκαν (pro tetnpynxacw) BDUW Sod™ soli vid et 
W-H [non Sod}. 

We have had imperfects (eXeyav) and aorists (e7av) 

frequently. This is the first instance to be noticed of the 
perfect in this form. NN 33 substitute ἐτήρησαν. To 
the testimony of BDLW however we should add ὁ ff 

Zz 2 
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which read τετηρηκα (6 servabi, ff servavi), This various 

_reading may have come from a copy in which the final ν 
of ternpnxa had become lost before the νὺν following— 

TETHPHKANYN—but observe eyvwxa in the next verse, by a 
few cursives, is shared by most Jatt vett although no N 

follows there in the next word. 
. edwxes (pro Sedwxas) B®! See under “ Change of Tense.” 

8. ” ” ” ” 

. ἀπηλθαν NBDW W-H (εἰ ἐπεσαν NBCDELXW2O 1 33 218 
εδωκες ( ” ” ) Be ” 

Sod®*> W-H et Sod). 

. φησιν (pro emev) NBC*LXWY1[22 Soden. Teste Sanders 
ex errore| 33 218 2°¢ Paris®? Sod®t 1110 Κι Cyr Chr” W-H 
Sod tzt. 

. εδιδοσαν (pro εδιδου)ὺ NBLUNXWY 1 22 188 2° 604 (cum LX 

εδιδωσαν) Paris” Sod’ Κι Cyr W-H Sod tat. 
. 0 mapadous (pro o παραδιδους) Wither ellipsis or a variation 
witnessed to by NBEAA W-H** [non Sod] Sod? 18? Καὶ 
min™4, but not the ones we expect, nor by WW Paris”, 
but = it vg syr qui tradidit. 

. expavyacay BD WV 33 157 249 w'* al” Sod" W-H [non 
Sod***] a, but this is a change of tense as well. See under 
“Change without Improvement.” 

. τάχειον (protaxiov) ΒΒ αἱ alig et W-H [non] 
(I have neglected the oft recurring differences between δὲ 
and B as to πείλατος and πίλατος, εἰστηκει and ἑστήκει) 

. paBBovvee BN sah EvstAmélinean. 63 WH (ραββωνει D) 

. apeovtat ΒΒ (αφιονται W-H™ ; ἀφεωνται W-H‘* Sod** cum 
NADOX Sod al. Cyr, et αφιενται plur et Orig. 

. χειραν BW and A οὖ", but (see under “ Genitive before 

the Noun”) BW pov την χειραν, whereas A c*™ τὴν χειραν 

μου. (τας yetpas, — μου D ἃ.) 
. γεινομενῆς BA, [non D Ποῦ loco, sed DA ver 5 

_ προσφαγειον, non B] 
. Treov (pro πλειον) NBCDLSXAO 4 88 122 314 Sod™ Chr 

Cyr W-H Sod txt [against the rest and Basil] io» N al ? 
(1 22 2°° So@® abce fr aur syr sin omit 7A. τουτων.) 

Synonyms. 

™ i. 40 (St. Tisch, ver 89 W-H Sod). owece (pro Sere) BC*LT'W 
ΣΧ" (Sod M4) W fam 1 22 33 Paris” (Orig) W-H Sod tat. 

This appears rather more euphonious as: epyecOe καὶ οψεσθε 
than ερχεσθε και tdere. The latter is supported by the mass 
and δὲ and by Epiph Cyr Chr. As CLIT® and WY join B for 
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οψεσθε with 1 22 33 Paris” it may well be fundamental as 
regards Egypt, but not necessarily as regards fundamental 
neutrality. [See Abbott for particulars as to Johannine 
diction in this respect. ] 
υπηντησαν (pro αἀπηντησαν) See in St. Matthew’s Gospel as 

to this pp. 24/26 
. ewpovv BDILNX¥(A) 69 185 397 Paris” Sod 4 κι Cyr 

W-H Sod txt for ewpwv (θεωρουντες pro ott ewpwv W, εθεωρει 

Laura*!™, ewpaxev Sod’) involves a discussion of the 

synonyms for seeing and beholding etc. in this Gospel (see 
Abbott, ‘Johannine Synonyms,’ § 1598) and would not be 
profitable enough to discuss at length here, so that it need 
not detain us. I will only remark that in this same chapter 
at verse 19 θεωρουσιν occurs, at verse 40 ο θεωρων, and at verse 
62 θεωρητε (or Oewperte), without variation among Mss, so that. 

a change has been wilfully made here in verse 2 by one party 
or the other. Which is the most likely to have altered the: 
word? (At vi. 86 ewpaxare occurs, and at vi. 46 εωρακεν, in 

both places unchanged except for Evan. 28 in the latter place, 
which Ms merely adds ἐπιγινώσκει ἡ before εορακεν (sic) pr. 

loco.) 

emapatot (pro emixatapata) NBTW Sod [non fam] 33 2°° 
Sod® [non al. vid] Orig Cyr W-H Sod txt. This may be 
ellipsis, or it may indicate a preference, or it may be basic,. 
for επικαταρατοι is the expression throughout the LXX from 
Genesis to Jeremiah and therefore may have replaced 
emaparot. | 

αληθινὴ (pro ἀληθὴς) See under “ Improvement.” 

2re Paris” Sod*! 1110 1114 ke N40 Cy» WH Sod tat. It does not 
follow that the rest are wrong with cade. The change may 

have been made by “scholars” for alliterative Burpee 
following φωνης αὐτου axove: in the verse. 
εἐπλησθη (pro επληρωθη) in the phrase ‘‘y Se οἰκια ἐπλη. εκ 

τῆς οσμης Tov μυρου. This reading is found in B only, and is 

put aside by Hort and R.V. as not worthy of notice. The 
viciousness of their ‘‘ note’ system is shown here, for neither 
Hort nor Souter give the reading in their notes, and the 
ordinary minor student, who is compelled to use these tomes, 
thinks of course that B agrees with the text ἐπληρωθη as 

printed. But B deliberately used a word which is practically 
non Johannine (Soden does not add one single new witness 
for επλησθη), for the mAncavtes of many at John xix. 29 

[the only place in which a form of πληθω or πιμπλημι is found 
in the fourth Gospel] does not find any room in NBLX who 



342 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

use a- different sentence (σπόγγον ovy μεστὸν ofous pro οἱ δὲ 
πλησᾶντες σπογγον ofovs καὶ) Whereas πλήροω is fully 

ν Johannine, occurring at: 
iii. 29. αὐτὴ ουν ἡ χαρα ἡ Eun πεπληρωται 
vii. 8. ott 0 ἐμὸς καιρος (vel ο Karp. ο Enos) οὕπω πεπληρωται 
xii. 38. wa o λογος σαιου του προῴ. πληρωθη 

Rili. 18. αλλ wa ἡ γραφη πληρωθη 
xv. 25. αλλ wa πληρωθη ο λογος 

xvi. 6. αλλ oT: ταυτα λελάληκα υμῖν, ἡ λυπὴ πεπληρωκεν ὑμῶν τὴν 

καρδιαν 
_ 94, wan χαρα vuwv ἢ πεπληρωμενη (Cf. 1 Jo. 1. 4, τὸ Jo. 12) 

-xvii. 12. wa ἡ γραφη πληρωθη ᾿ 
; 18. wa exwow την Xapav THY ἐμὴν πεπληρωμενὴν εν εαυτοις 

xviii. 9. wa πληρωθη ο λογος ον εἶπεν 
82. wa o λογος του ἴσηου πληρωθη 

᾿ = wan ypady πχληῤωθη 

besides πληρωμα in John i. 16 (a word not used by St. Luke, 

who on the other hand uses forms of πληθω freely). 

: Further, Anpow is found in St. John’s epistles : 

1 John i. 4. wan xapa υμων ἢ πεπληρωμενη (Cf. Jo. xvi. 24) 

John ver. 12. wa ἡ xapa ὑυμων πεπληρωμενη ἦ (δὴ) Β vg.(Rell ἦ πεπληρ.) 

in the same phrase as in the Gospel at xvi. 24. 

Yet, if the critics could rake up from the Libraries a few Greek 

cursives with ἐπλησθὴ in John xii. 8, upon their own foundations and 

_rules they would be bound to insert the reading of B. there. Such 

unscientific reasoning cannot affect Scripture harmfully here, since we 

are merely. dealing with a synonym at this place. But the example is, 

or should be, a warning and a danger signal as to B’s methods: elsewhere. 

Tf B is “neutral” when he writes Incous for ὁ ἴησους, even when alone, 

as Hort insists by repeatedly placing the article in square brackets on 

.those occasions, why in the name of common logic is B not right when 

he gives us such ἃ fine ““ neutral” form as ἐπλησθη, equally not found in 

other documents ? ὃ 

I insist, and I think the public will say with reason, instead of 

repeating tous ad nauseam what a fine man Hort was, and how much 

study underlay his text, that his followers should offer us some explana- 

tion of why they abandon B occasionally when that ΜΒ is affected by a 

bad “sunstroke,” and not that they should cover up B’s solecisms by a 

eonspiracy and a mantle of silence (which I charge to be unfair). This 

remark applies with even greater force to the next place of this kind to 

-be considered, viz. John xii. 28, where B and Evan 5 alone are guilty of 
something very serious. See under ‘“ Hopelessness of considering B 
neutral.” Both Hort and Souter’s Oxford edition abandon B, but cover 

-up the matter by another conspiracy of silence. 
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In view of the foregoing, the next case may be referred with 
some confidence to an internal species of harmonistic effort 
(throwing some light on the other question of euewev or 
διετριβεν at xi. 54. See under “Indeterminate.”) I refer to 

the substitution of : 
av ἡδειτε by BOQY I[non fam] 88 Ps-Ath Bas Cyr W-H** 

{nil in mg] Sod™ [non txt], or av εἰδητε Li 205, or εἰδητε av X, 
or ηδειτε av 22 213 314 Sod’, for εγνωκεῖίτε av, which as 

Tischendorf carefully explains may be a reflection of John 
viii. 19. NDW Paris” substitute γνώσεσθε which Tischendorf 
receives into his text. av Sete seems very likely an im- 
portation from viii. 19. 

Homoioteleuton. 

ex των μαθητων των ἴωανυ B (but see under Syriac) 

αἀπηλθεν βλεπων (-- ουν καὶ ενιψατο Kat ἡλθεν inter ἀπηλθεν ct 
βλεπων) Be 

Syr sin however differs: ‘‘ and when he washed his face his 

eyes were opened,” leaving out any question of ηλθεν 
which caused trouble in B. 

The arm is rather graphic here: “‘ He went, washed, came 

and saw.” 
ταυτην ἐντολὴν (pro ταυτὴν τὴν evtoAnv) ΒΒ. This must be 

an error and cannot certainly be referred to any Latin 
influence yet Sod, a thoroughly bilingual codex, alone 
now comes to join B at this place! Note the only Greek 
witness in xix. 26 for αὐτου post την μητερα to join the 

Latins ὦ ὁ nis Sed with 2. 
See beyond under the caption “‘ Historic Present.” It is én 

the same verse that NB alone substitute npev for ape. I have 
directed attention to the tullit of gat at that place. Is it 
possible that Latin (éulit and hoc mandatum) is responsible for 

both npev and ταυτὴν evtornv (— την) ὃ 

Homoioteleuton with Indeterminate Results. 

περιπατείτεως TO φως exete. Depending on how carefully the 
original was made and copied must depend the correctness of 
the double variety περίπατειτε ws or περίπατειτε ews. B favours 
the former. In verse 86 ὡς stands plainly by SABDLWIY 
Did Ath. ᾿ 
ΚΕΚΑΙΤΙΓΕΓΟΝΕΝ. καὶ has been inserted or dropped here owing 
to the proximity of κξ. Sand most have it. BADELX 33 
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397 Laura 1% Sod? 1246 871 ΚΕΝ Cyr latt copt syr arm aeth goth 
drop it as do W-H [nil in mg] but not Soden (I wonder why). 

Homoioteleuton and Homotoarcton, 
John 

xiv. 4. We can hardly attribute to homoioteleuton the shortened 
clause here. It would be charitable to do so, butitis evidently 
to remove an apparent (and not ἃ real) pleonasm that 
NBC*LQXW 88 157 213 (Sod"*) boh pers aeth" and only ar 
of the Latins give us καὶ omov (eyo) ὑπαγω οἰδατε τὴν 
odov with W-H and Sod, instead of καὶ omov (eyw) ὑπάγω 

οἰδατε, καὶ τὴν οδον οἰδατε of D and all the other fourteen 

uncials, all the cursives, syriacs (including sin), sah, latt, 

the other versions, and Cyril. Neither Ψ nor 892 follows 
the NB group here, and Paris” has καὶ ὁποὺ eyw ὑπάγω 
ove οἰδατε τὴν odov. (Observe that it is boh which 

supports NB etc.,andnotsah, Further remove “al. pauc”’ and 
“al” in Tisch Horner and Scholz after 33 157. It is doubtful 
whether any other cursives so far collated have the short form. 

Only the famous Sod'** (= 213) appears as a new witness. 
Correct Wetstein also who cites goth for it.) οἰ, not cited by 
Tisch, has καὶ ὁπου ὑπάγω eyo οἰδατε (-- καὶ τὴν odov abate). 

xvii. 5. Where D ber (hiat d) and Origen omit ἑησους in the sentence: 

Reyes αὑτοῖς (Ἰησους) eyo expe " εἰστηκει δε καὶ Ιουδας, B alone 

with ὦ changes the order thus: Aeyer αὐτοῖς εγω expt ἴ΄΄ ΙΟΤΗΚΕΙ 

placing Ιησους after eyo expe and changing the form of the 
address. This ΤῸ crept in from the margin into the wrong 

place, or is an error of homoioarcton from ICTHKE! following. 
Hort cut the difficulty by omitting Incovs from his text 

(with D 435 minn’ [et Sod® 1054] 6 e r Orig) but indicates it in 

his margin as an alternative reading to place it where B does. 
But r (closely related to a) by omitting shows that in ἃ 
“ Jesus” came in, as in B, from the margin. Why should we 

follow B a then and insert it in the wrong place? ὦ shows up 
the whole thing by writing “ Jesus autem stabat et Judas...” 

Compound for Simple Verb. 
John : 

iv. 15. For μηδὲ epyouas (or epywpar) ενθαδε aytrew of all others and 

Orig 1/5, 8*B and Orig 4/5 (and these alone) write μηδὲ Scepy. 
εὐ (Stepxopas B, διερχωμαε ἐξ Orig) evOad_ avtrew, 

As to this, Tischendorf at last makes a remark which we eagerly 
avail ourselves of. He says: “(:: ερχ- si scriptum fuisset, quis tandem 
διερχ- maluisset ?).” é a 
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After going through St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke, and the first 

three and a half chapters of St. John, that is the best way he can put it. 

“Tf ἔρχομαι or epywpar be original who would have thought of changing 
to &epy-”"! But, on the contrary, in the previous hundreds of pages in 
this volume we have seen NB and Orig constantly improving or trying 
to improve. The answer to Tischendorf and Westcott and Hort (for of 
course Ssepy- is found in the latter’s text, “ διερχωμαι" with δὲ, rather 
than B’s διερχομαι, and no marginal comment) is that B often substitutes 

a simple for a compound verb, so that in these other cases an “ Antioch ” 

revision presupposes a change from simple to compound which “ Antioch” 
would favor. Why then not here retain the compound if original? 

Further, the context shows that €px following ΔῈ in ΜΗΔῈ (MHAEEPXOMAI) 

could easily give rise to διερχομαι. 
The middle-Egyptian fragment (published by Crum-Kenyon in J.T.S. 

vol. I does not have διερχ. (p. 428). 
Dr. Souter in his latest pronunciamento on B (‘Text and Canon,’ 

1913, p. 22) after referring to conflations in B at Luke xii. 47, xix. 37, 

says: ‘But such features are like spots in the sun.” So carried away 
with B—(without real fundamental acquaintance with its pervading lack 
of neutrality, and indebtedness throughout to the ‘ Version tradition ᾽᾽)-- 
was Hort, but Souter is absolutely inexcusable to write in this vein. For 
justification of our remark the reader need only read the previous and 
the subsequent pages in this volume. But on p. 103 Souter fairly eclipses 
anything so far said as to the wonderful labours of Westcott and Hort. 

Now Dr. Souter is a capable and very well read man. Whence this 
fascination for an edition without fixed principles, or rather with an 
invented standard, and whose sponsors withheld (if they knew them) ἢ 

the rules which should govern in identifying readings? It is a strange 

situation. For fear that any student might be independent enough to 
think for himself once in a while, Dr. Souter delivers himself of this 

(p. 117): “In deciding as to which of one or more readings is the correct 
one, the final judgment lies with the trained common sense of the 
scholar. If it be replied that scholars differ, then the answer must be 
that for the untrained man the opinion held by most scholars, or by those 
whose judgment is most highly esteemed by the body of scholars themselves, 

is that which will be most safely followed.” 
This is immediately succeeded by the following : 
“There can be little question that of all texts now in existence that 

+ How about John iv. 46, Dr. Souter? Here B writes ηλθεν ovy παλιν εν kava for 

nA. ovy mad. εἰς τὴν kava. Is this a sunspot or a sunstroke? [B is followed by NX” 
(= Sod4+ tremendously Latin) Sod 4}, 

t Hort’s ‘Introduction’ has no adequate foundation for his text in the matter of 
examples. It is throughout “assumption” backed by wordy and pleonastic iteration, 

not by examples. 



346 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

which commands the highest degree.of assent among those best qualified 

to judge is that of Westcott and Hort.” 
Now the first part sounds logical enough, but it certainly is illogical 

to follow it up with the subsequent renewal of idolatrous admira- 
tion for Westcott and Hort, because Dr. Souter himself consented to 
allow his name to appear on the title-page of the Oxford edition, from 
which many. of Hort’s readings are ejected, whether Souter approved or 

not. ~ 2 
’ We return to John iv. 15 where the Oxford edition is satisfied to 

leave διερχωμαι of NB Tisch and W-H in the text. The Revision thus 
shares Tischendorf’s and Hort’s ideas that it would be folly to suppose 
that anyone finding epyopas should have revised to διερχωμαι. 

Very well. That presupposes that every other Greek Ms (including 
mind you, DLWY Sod™ 1 13 22 26 33 127 157 213 604 892 Paris” all 
extant here, besides hosts of other important witnesses including Soden’s 
sympathetic codices from Sinai and Jerusalem) have been revised FROM A 
COMMON ORIGINAL, which we happen to know is not the case, because 
most of these.Mss have a partial base conforming to δὲ and B. [Soden 
cannot produce.a single new witness agreeing with δὲ or Β.] 

It presupposes that every Jatin base has been revised (for none read 
the equivalent of διερχωμαι) although in countless places in the neighbour- 
hood some and often many Latins are found with δὲ or.B. 

It presupposes that D has also been tampered with, and W. 
Why this elaborate and terrific difficulty, instead of recognizing that, 

our good old friend, the precursor of NB and contemporary of Origen, 
calmly made use of his little “improvements” or suffered one of his 
‘lapses ” from homoioteleuton. 

The sah. and slav versions have “and I should not come owt,” while 
aeth, expresses ‘et non veniam huc.iterum.” vg" adds amplius. Other- 

wise nothing lends its countenance to S:epy. which is opposed by Origen*-*”° 
himself, and: by Cyr two hundred years later, which is a poor commen- 
tary on the ““ watchfulness of Alexandrian scholars” (Hort) if διερχ- 

had been correct. 
| As.a matter of fact, but for διερχεσθαι in this same chapter (Jo. iv. 4), 

Stepyopat i is foreign to St. John’s diction, while being exceedingly common 
to that of St. Luke.f A glance at the concordance will show the situation. 

I think therefore that itis not a question of Tischendort’s “ quis 
tandem S:epy- maluisset,” but that Sepx. is an error from the ΜΗΔῈ 

preceding. 
Dr. Hort (vol. ii. p. 226) explains his decision thus : 
“ Διέρχομαι 15. here used in its idiomatic sense ‘come all the way,’ 

which expresses the woman’s sense of her often repeated toil.” 
Exactly. Thus XB “improved” the record. 

Ss aa τι 

+ Twenty times in Acts, ten times in Bt. Luke's Gospel. 
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Hort continues: “ Being commonly used in other senses, the word 
was easily misunderstood and assumed to be inappropriate; and the 
change would be helped by the facility with which one of two similar 

consecutive syllables drops out.” 
We are face to face here with Dr. Hort’s whole mental attitude in these 

matters and with our own. His studies led him to presuppose innocent 

copying on the part of B (p. 237), and avery pure archetype from which B 
was copying. Our investigations reveal a surprising degree of the contrary 
elements pervading B, of which we are giving examples at full length. 
Having established that the B text is full of “improvements,” we can 
only rank διερχομαι as another in the same class. Dr. Hort sees here 
the foundation text, abandoned by all copies, scribes, and versions, 

because the true sense (which he alone appreciates) was “easily mis- 
understood.” But the copyists and translators of antiquity did not act 
thus, and there is no trace of this left elsewhere, except in the aethiopic 

version (as recorded above) which once more reduces Hort’s mental 

attitude, and that of δὲ and B and their progenitors, to Egyptian soil. 
Hort says d:epy. means “‘ come all the way,’ which expresses the woman’s 
sense of her often repeated toil.” Exactly thus INTERPRETS aeth alone, 
retaining ἐρχωμαε but adding iterum! And so INTERPRETS Ephy (against 
syr and diatess) ! 

John 

iv. 16. Immediately following this, we find cov tov avédpa by B 
and seven cursives which is the coptic method (for tov 
ανδρα cov) and where Orig 3/6 3/6 is on both sides. 

What happened to δὲ here? And W? What science is there in 
establishing Scepy. as ‘‘ neutral’? and basic in iv. 15 if in the very 
next verse we cannot tell what is and what is not neutral? Of course 
Hort knew, for he had support for B from a mixed lot of cursives: 69 
[contra fam] ΤΊ 74 248 254 Hust 32 and 60 [contra Evan 157 its sister], 
(Soden only adds 199 Ἐπ) 50 he placed the B reading in his text. But he is 
only following a “ version tradition,” one ‘ version tradition,” and that of 

Egypt, insodoing. Naturally, when you establish an arbitrary “‘ neutral ” 
text and make it a standard you can be free to act as you wish. This utterly 
unscientific stand (διερχωμαε in verse 15) is now found to be adopted by 
the R.V. as exhibited in the Oxford edition of 1910 after thirty years’ and 
more experience since Hort’s text was published. I can only say that 
the “‘ majority of scholars ” cited by Souter may be right, but I prefer to 
remain with the late Dr. Salmon, Canon Cook, Adalbert Merx and others 

in the minority. ‘‘ Facts are stubborn things,” as Adalbert Merx quotes 
on the first page of his first volume. I will ποέ accept all B’s strange 
readings and aberrations because I am told to do so, Souter’s apostle 
Burkitt (see the unstinted praise on p. 129 of Souter’s ‘Text and 
Canon’) himself is on my side with Turner and others against this 
idolatry and even von Soden abandons NB and Orig 3/4 here. 
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VERB FoRM CHANGES. 

Change of Voice. 

John 
ν. 25. ἀκουσουσιν B 22 188 357 ? (257 Tisch) Sod* Chr™ Cyr™® 

Hipp (Soden) et W-H txt. 

ακουσωσιν NLT' I[non fam] 88 69[non fam] 151 185 213 
, B14 2P¢ et WY Paris? Sod' 46 Κι e¢ Sod tat. 

(audiunt cf vg™) 
but axovcovrac DATAATI unc® minn τη pl et Hipp”® (Lagarde) 
ibid. ξησουσιν NBDL et T'W I[non fam] 22 33 357 2P¢ 2° 

t Laura 4™™ [Soden non Lake] Paris” [non 346 teste Ferrar] 
Sod** W-H Sod txt. 

but ξησονται ATAATI unc® al” Hipp™ Chr Cyr. 
As to the more recently recovered witnesses, W and Paris” join NB 

in both places, but YW has axovcwow and leaves ζησονται alone, thus 
agreeing with Chr and Cyr, and 892 makes no change from the textus 
receptus; the new witness T', of course wholly ‘Egyptian,’ agrees as 

would be expected with W. 
The suspicious thing here is the position observed in Cyr and Chr, 

which is reversed in D, while the 1 and 13 families are divided. Would 

it not be better to follow Hippolytus rather than strain at the more or 
less imaginary “neutral” text here? Hipp is absent in the following 
but Chr and Cyr are on both sides. 
John 

v. 28. axovoovaw BT'[negi. Sod} 157 Sod** Chr 1/2 Cyr 
W-H tat. 

αἀκουσωσιν NLNA (Sod) 33 213 397 Paris” e¢ W 
Laura4 194. Sod" Κι Sod tat [non 2?°] 

but axovoovras = =DATATI une rell minn Chr 1/2 Cyr°™ Bas 
Here W again agrees, and T' with B, but not V, and 892 is again 

noticeable by absence from agreement with δὲ or Β, Observe that 1 
and 69 do not repeat their change here and Sod*” has ακουσούσονται 
sic. Paris” (with Orig) adds καὲ oc ἀκούσαντες ζησουσιν repeating and 
confirming ἕησουσιν of verse 25, and thus is more consistent than VY which 

abstains from change here. 
John - 

x. 14. See under “ Coptic and Latin.” 

t Soden does not give LauraA1% at verse 28 a: ano (his "ἢ, Has he copied 
' wrongly from Lake ὃ 
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John 

(xiv. 19. ξησετε pro ἕησεσθε See under “ Form.” ) 

xiv. 23. ποιησομεθα (pro ποιησομεν)λ See under “ Improvement” and 
note very specially. 

Change of Mood. 

xiii. 2. παραδοι (pro παραδω) NBD [non T'W rel] 
(Cf. xiii. 29 wa re Soe Ὁ) 

As to whether oz really represents a change of mood or not in NBD 

here and elsewhere, it is worth noting that the new Ms W has eyvo: for εγνω 

in xvi. 19, so that oc for ὦ may merely be itacismic in NBD. 
But see Matt. xviii. 830 αποδη δὲ (vulé'®? αποδοιη)ὴ pro amodw [not 

cited by Tisch or Sod], noticed by us in Postcript to Part 11. 
1 have neglected all changes of mood following wa. They seem of 

no value in the premises. 
John 

xiv. 15. τηρησετε (pro tnpnoate) BLY [Sod non Lake] 5473 Laura τὲ 

819) 352 χεϑι 1110 1849 Ke W_ FT [non Sod tat} only and sah boh arm 
future against imperative of the rest and the other versions 
(δὲ 33 Paris®* Sod’ and a few τηρησητε). 

Change of Tense. 

iv. 21, πίστευε (pro πιστευσον) NBC*DLW 1 22* 138 fam 18 [non 
124] 2° Laura? Sodi 1 Kf male vid Sod = i**] sah Orig 
Ath Cyr W-H™* Sod™® [non'} 

vi. 19, We may include under this head ta περισσευοντα by B only 
and 40 63 64 71 αἱ Sod™*"™"¢ (not indulged in by the real 
sympathising cursives] for ta περισσευσαντα of all the rest 
and Cyr (περισσευματα ἃ alig.). Neither W-H nor Soden 
follow B here. 

(A change of number occurs in the very next verse.) 
vii. 19. edwxey BDHII? 240 244 359 hi soli inter omn et W-H™ 

(pro δεδωκεν & rel) 
In these connections we must consider St. John’s manner. 

He employs the perfect almost habitually. 
39. οἱ mertevoavtes (pro ot πίστενοντε) BLT (πιστευσοντες) W 

Evst 18 syr sin (ef. sah) Chrys’ and W-H ἐπέ [nil in mg], 
but apparently no others. Soden gives no new witnesses. 

viii. 28. eXeyev (pro ever) NBDLNTXW fam 18 [non 124] 
Laura4A™ [negli Sod] Sod*41 4 *™ © it?! yg Orig Cyr W-H Sod 
tet. 

This looks like a strong combination, but it is opposed by 
all the sympathising cursives and 1 33 892 Paris” and W. 
Why? Because eev is right. The small band above 
changed merely in order to conform to ἔλεγον above in verse 
22. Again a question of “pairs.” Ver 22 ἔλεγον οὖν οἱ 
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TovSacor..:, then why not, said they, καὶ ἔλεγεν αὐτοῖς in 
ver 23, .There would be no reason to change to εἰπεν if eheyev 
were basic. 
See under “ Improvement.” 

The number of cases of change of tense in the Gospels can 
be doubled if we consider the readings of δὲ as well as those of 
B or 8B together. 
npev (pro atpe) NB soli cum W-H. See p. 354. 
ἀνοῖξαι NBLXX?W Sod” fam 1 fam 13 22** 33 157 213 
Q49* 2Pe Paris’ Sod 19m CN Orig Chr W-H Sod txt, 
against ἀνοίγειν by the great mass including Ὁ, This ἀνοιξαε 
must be an “improvement” to fit the remark to chapter ix. 
where the record is so complete of a cure of the blind. I 
cannot conceive of a “revision” under all the circumstances 
changing avocEas to ἀνοίγειν. 
ovk επιστευσατε (pro ov πιστευετὶ B 452 63 71 157 248 259 

Sod Chir 2 (+ μοι) (83? 251 ove επιστευετε) f [non Paris” 

rell]. 
Only the above-mentioned change, against all the rest and 

against the Versions. It is quite clear that it is an ‘improve- 
ment” (following εἰπὸν vy) and not basic, and even Hort 

abandons B and does not record anything in his margin! The 
amusing thing is that King James’ translators (although the 
previous editions and Tynedale had the present) have “‘and ye 
believep not,” and Hort and the Revision actually set them 
straight here as against B and company, and of course the 
margin of. the Revision is silent, whereas they could have 
mentioned B~and ten other “ ancient aashaaee ” for the past 

tense. 
The point to observe is that the transition from “ I ToD 

you...to...and ψ6 BELIEVE not” offended B, and Hort by not 
accepting B’s “I ToLD yow...and ye BELIEVED not”’ reproves 
B for an unnecessary nicety. Is not our case abundantly 
proved by: this? If B is wrong here, he must be wrong in 
many of the other places which we have discussed. Fancy 
accepting ypev of NB in x. 18 (vide paullo post) and rejecting 
this harmless reading of B min’ in x. 25! 
πιστευω (pro πεπίστευκα) B* οἷ" (= Sod") t* [negl. Sod] sah 

boh (andsyraethetc.). Also A.V. again. Not adopted by Hort. 
See under “ Coptic.” 

EKELYN WS ἤκουσεν, ἐγείρεται TAXY καὶ EPYETAL προς αυτὸν. 
So Tischendorf (against his own group)f with the textus 

+ “Tischendorf’s text is, in my own opinion, right in many places where the text of 
Hort is wrong.” C,H. Turner (J. T. 8. vol. xi. p, 183). 



John 

xn. 13. 

49. 

xiii. 19. 

37, 

BIN ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL. 351 

receptus and most, but against Hort’s and Soden’s: exewn δὲ 

ws ἡκοῦσεν nyepOn ταχν καὶ ἤρχετο προς avtov with 
NBC(D)LXW 88 213 249 397 Paris’? Sod? 1} ἀπὸ Σ [4 has 

surrexit and venit, D™ ηγερθὴ καὶ epxetat, clearly a Latin - 

influence on his Greek]. 
T suggest that this small but important group is perpetrating 

another ‘‘improvement,” objecting to the transition from the 
past tense yxovcev to the graphic historic presents ἐγείρεται 
and ερχεται. So at least thought Tischendorf, no mean judge 
of such matters, and he condemns his beloved δὲ by absolutely 
neglecting its testimony, down to the suppression of the 
connecting δὲ at the head of the verse. f 
expavyacay (pro expavyatov NB*DLQW et εκραζον une rell) 

ΒΡ inter gr cum sah et goth. 
An exception to the rule of ‘‘ pairs’ is made here, and instead 
of ἐλαλησα. . «εδωκεν, we are treated to ἐλαλησα... δεδωκεν by 

NBAMX and WY al. pauc. Did Cyr W-H Sod txt, while 

the rest favour edwxev. Now dedwxev may have been intro- 

duced by NB etc. to conform to St. John’s more usual use of 
the perfect, or the other side may have revised to edwxev (but 

observe that DA, the graeco-latins, have the aorist) for the 

sake of the “pair.” We will not insist. For at xiii. 3 
NBKLT'W 138 Paris” Sod* have edwxev. 
πιστευητε (pro muatevonte) BC Orig 1/2 et W-H txt [nil in 

mg] 
ακολουθειν (pro ακολουθησαὶὸ Band C only. This is a 

most glaring change, yet Hort follows in his text without 
marginal alternative. And this amounts to following B alone, 
because he prints ἀκολουθεῖν apt, whereas C (the only other 

authority for the present infinitive) has νυν ἀκολουθεῖν. More- 
over the fact of wilful change is shown by C, who alone with 
Evan 96 and Cyr also changes νυν ακολουθησαι in verse 36 to 
νυν axorovOew. The Oxford edition of 1910 representing the 
Revisers acknowledges that BC and Hort are wrong, for it 
restores axorovOnoa: without marginal comment. Upon what 
principle then do Souter and the critics so earnestly commend 
Hort’s “foundations” ? Once more they are shown to be 
imbedded in sand, and to represent the perishing piles of B. 
For the present infinitive is clearly introduced because of’ the 
propinquity of νυν and apts both in verses 36 and 87. (Some 
few Mss, viz. 157 with 47 435 and the Latinisers 56 58 61, 
remove ἄρτι altogether in this verse 37. NXW vary the order 

+ See my remarks as to this in Part IT, under “ Versions.” 
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. bis in versu See under “ Form 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

of the following clause to ὑπερ cov τὴν ψυχην μου θησω, and 

some would couple apr: with this sentence.) 

οὐ πιστευσεις (pro οὐ morevers) B*'. This is a very pretty 

place, and will appeal to Coptic scholars, if not to my less 

well-informed critics. I know of no other authority for this 
except the bohairic version (all codices) which very definitely 

has the second person singular of the future tense: gondoct 
an against the transliterated nrmicTese Ast of sah. 

Could anything be more definite as to the situation as 
between B and the bohairic? 
aitnre (pro attnonte) Β(αιτηται) Q only, is presumably the 

present conjunctive, unless merely a matter of “form,” but 
both coptics have definitely the future. [In verse 14 B reads 
αἰτησητε with the rest]. See below at xv. 16. 

. See under “ Improvement.” 
» ) In verse 7 μεινητε and pecvn 

are retained by those who 
ee 9 ie Ὄ change in verses 4 and 6. 

. airnre (pro αἰτησητε) BLY [non Paris” non al. vid]. B is 
the only one to have this both here and at xiv. 13 (see above). 

It may be a version influence, but it occurs here in B at the 

end of a line. It can also be referred here to a continuation 
of the tense in the verse of wa ὑμεῖς uTaynte...pepnte..+ 
wevn...aitnte. This would bear out the general preference 
for “pairs” as explained elsewhere. On the other hand, 
in the actual sentence astnte would not square with δὼ 
following (of B eéc.). We would have the pres. subj. followed 
by the aorist subj. in this last clause «a ott av αἰτῆτε Tov 

πρᾶ ev To ovouaTt pov δω υμῖν, whereas we might expect διδω. 
δὲ, some cursives and Cyr force the future Swce t on us to 

square with αἰτήσητε. Any way we look at it there has been 

forced tinkering with the passage, for others read δωη. As 
none read διδω we may look with suspicion on arryte of BLY, 

which Hort merely places in his margin. 
ape (pro atpe) BD*I (epee Νὴ sah boh arm aeth W-H™ 
Sod™, Cf. Hil et toilet c ἃ ὃ gat aur Aug vg", auferet a ff 
r Cypr (αφερει W), aufert 6 f q; tollit ὃ vg. See under 
‘* Improvement.” 
εδωκες B, edaxas A [non fam] 118** a Paris’ Sod* 

W-H“ (pro δεδωκας rell) 

εδωκες B, εδωκας ACDII*W minn pauc W-H™ (pro δεδωκας 

, longe plur et Cyr). Ὁ 
πιστευη (pro πιστευσὴ N*BC*W Clem Eus W-H [non Sod], 

t And fam 18 have rovro mound etc. 
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John 
but against the rest and Orig Ath Cyr. Probably to conform 
in a measure to mctevovrwy in verse 20, for πιστευόντων 

is the correct reading there. 

xix. 12. expavyacay ΒΌΨ min‘ a W-H txt [nil mg]. See under 

“Change without Improvement.” (ἔλεγον pro exp. λέγοντες 

8; of. NW in xix. 15.) 

15. πιστευητε (pro πιστευσητε) N*BY (verse number wrong in 

Lake) Orig W-H [nil mg] (Latins credatis) against all the 

rest (Soden adds no new witnesses although printing in his 

text πιστευ[σ]ητε) including W Paris” and Cyr [e and vg* omit 

the verse, but not the Diat™” nor any other authorities (syr 

sin still missing until xix. 41, but pers has it)]. 

xx. 81. πιστενητε (pro πιστευσητε) N*B Sod W-H tzt [nil mg] 

(Latins credatis) against all the rest including W the new 

fragment T° (Amélineau p. 47) and the Evst. in same publica- 

tion (p. 63) and Cyr again [Origen is absent]. Will Soden 

please explain why at xix. 35 he prints motev|a|nre and gives 

H** δὲ Ωρ in his upper margin, while here at xx. 31 he 

prints πιστεύσητε (against Hort) and places πέστευητε H** I ane 

in his second column of notes, although he adds I ? 
xxi. 6. ἐσχυον (pro ἐἰσχυσαν) NBCDLNANY [non W] 1 

[non fam] 4 15 27? 29? 88 124 [non fam] 262 270 aopw*t 

Laura! Sod 1089 110 Gy, W-H Sod tat et valebant ὁ g ὃ gat 

foss aur dim vgg?™ “, poterant a b df r [hiat ff, non ὁ q]. 

125, χωρησειν (pro χωρησαι) ΒΟ" et δὲ οὐ Sod Orig 

1/4 (1/4 χωρειν, bis χωρησα). The fluctuation of Origen 

probably indicates revision and preference by B, for ΒΟΥ͂Ν are 

not even joined by W or Ψ nor by a single minuscule except 

Sod4+ = Sinai” (only οἷ᾽ χωραισεν sic). But Hort’s and 

Souter’s editions both adopt χωρησειν. Soden does not. 

(Historic Present.) 

As against the frequent change by NB in the other Gospels in favour 

of present or imperfect} over the past tense, there is but little to note in 

St. John’s Gospel. In fact at: 

+ Om. verse N*. 
t Obs. 892 but not N or B at ix. 40 nxovov for ἥκουσαν and obs. δὲ alone at xi. 48 

expavyatey (of the Lord’s command to Lazarus) for expavyacev. Only two vulgates °F 

have clamabit sic, simply an error for clamauit. 
Note also at xi. 8 εφιλεις for φιλεις by L Hust 29 Sod” arm. Observe δὲ at xvii. 12 

εφυλασσον for epudaéa. There is a gross error here in Soden’'s notes. He adds dr toN 

for εφυλασσον. They do not read thus. Both custodivi. He has confused their reading 
of custodiebam for servabam as an interpretation of ἐτήρουν earlier in the verse. Perhaps 

the eye of δὲ was similarly misled! 
Qa 
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xii. 23: 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

NB and they alone curiously enough sabstitute ypev for aupet 
in the clause οὐδεὶς apes αὐτὴν am ἐμου (of τὴν ψυχην verse 17) 
adr eyw τιθημιὲ αὐτὴν ar ἐμαυτου, where NB must be wrong. 
They are opposed by N° and the rest Origen™#€r et Orig 
Hustinauies Dydrluries et gj, and it is scarcely credible, but 
Westcott-Hort, acting on their rule that NB in combination 
cannot be wrong, actually insert npev into their text, which 
has overflowed (‘some ancient authorities read”) into the 
margin of the English Revision of 1881. The Greek R.V. 
naturally restores azpe: to the text, but could not resist putting 
npev in the margin. The versions and every other Greek 
document are clear for the present tense αἰρει. 

Instead of tollit of most Latins I find gat has tullit. Is it 
possible that this ηρεν crept into NB from a graeco-latin with 
tullit or tulit ?¢ 

Soden cannot find a single new witness for this absurd 
reading. Observe that it is in this same verse that B (alone 

with Sod) has ταυτην εντολην, “hoc mandatum” or “hoc 

praeceptum” for ταυτην την ἐντρζην of all the rest. 
ἐμενεν (pro eyewvev) is found in B [apparently alone of Greeks 
with 21 (Sod***)] with a ὁ ὁ e fl of Latins [non df r δ]. Syr 
sin apparently alone with pers and Chr°4 5 omits καὶ epetvev 
exet, or rather may agree with pers alone, and suppressing 
εμεινεν transfer καὶ exes to the head of the following verse. 
(Syr pesh has ἣν or fuit for ἐμεινεν) W-H** prints eyevev 
alone with B, and now 21. 

Here occurs a real Historic present: αποκρινεται (pro απε- 
xpwvato of nearly all and ἀπεκρίθη of the few) by NBLXW 33 
Sod’ -and Paris” W-H [non Sod] and by them alone. All 
clearly representing one influence and onestem. And absolutely 
deliberate and eclectic as will be shown immediately, because 

_ two verses below at: 
25. we find ἀπολλύει substituted for ἀπολεσει, but only by SBLW 

33 Sod’ ff. Here X and Paris” abandon the group. They 
have been “revised” if you will, it matters not whether they 
have been revised or hold the true base exhibited by all others. 
The reason NBLW 33 adopt ἀπολλύει is apparently because it 
follows so close to ¢eper at the end of the previous verse: eav 
Se ἀποθανη πολὺν καρπον φερει .o φίλων τὴν ψυχὴν αὐτου 

ἀπολλύει αὐτὴν. Thus it not only bears on the previous φερει 
but has reference to the harmonising of φελων with ἀπολλύει, 

} For ηρεν at John v. 9 6 ᾳ have tulit, and not sustulit; at John xi. 41 for npay all 
Latins (except p r) have tulerunt, and not sustulerunt. 



John 

xill. 38. 

vi. 13. 

B IN ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL. 355 

and thus constitutes another affair of ‘‘ pairs.” There can be 
no question about it. They do not however change φυλάξει 
in the next clause, which only shows how imperfect, or rather 

personal, was this Alexandrian revision. I speak with some 

confidence—as I draw towards the close of this essay—for if 
“Antioch” had been the censor here, besides changing 
ἀπολλύει to atrodecer, Why did they leave φέρει alone and not 
change that to a future οἴσει Ὁ 

As a matter of fact Origen and Nonnus exbibit to us the 
attitude of the ancient minds at this place for they do write 
φυλασσει for φυλαξει, and f with its Egyptian affinity writes 
perdit...odit...custodit (Ὁ ὁ fl custodit). 

Will Soden explain why he rejects ἀποκρινεται of NBLXW 
33 Paris’ in verse 23 and adopts avoAdve of NBLW 33 

Sod**! ff in verse 25? 
Again here, as at xil. 23, we find αποκρινεται substituted 

for amexpOn by a somewhat larger group involving NAABCLXW 
Sod fam 1 fam 18 22 33 138 157 218 254 2)" Paris®’ Sod’ ™ 

W-H Sod txt. Tisch says of the minn “al,” but observe 

that only fam 1 fam 18 22 188 157 213 and 254 of the same 
family tendencies swell the chorus of 33 Paris” sung in the 
former place. Sy7 is λέγει, but all Jatt respondit as at xii. 23. 
ἀποκρίνεται seems clearly an ‘“‘improvement” by the few. 
Observe their record in the other Gospels as to Historic 

presents. So far in St. John they had successfully resisted 

the temptation to change. If really basic how is it that fam 1 

fam 13 22 138 157 218 and 254 did not follow in xii. 23 as well 

as in xiii, 38? 

Change of Number. 

ἐπερισσευσαν (controlled by &) BD€*W 67 Sod” Evst 60 

(P*") copt lat W-H [non Sod] against the singular ἐπερίσσευσεν 

by the rest-and Amélineau’s new Egyptian Eost, see his page 

64, and (απερ επερισσευσεν Cyr). The plural is more or less 

Egyptian (Coptic) and the Latins use it. When W joins in 

these places with D it is a pretty clear intimation of “‘ version” 

tradition and influence. In the next verse we get an intima- 

tion of which version, for, while the Latins hold the singular 

σημεῖον with X and majority Greeks and versions, BG£X” only, 

with a arm syr hier and ΒΟῊ only, have the plural σημεια.ἵ 

{ There is great danger of 3 (Sod8 80 being quoted here instead of ΘΕ), for Soden’s 

symbols read in verse 13 H®101430 and in verse 14 H8180, By 806 30 is meant (ΘΕ) 

whereas ὃ 80 is }. 
2a 2 
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. εἰδον BA minn perpaucad fl q (following turbae) sah boh 
aeth syr W-H Sod ἐπέ (ιἰδον LNW) [pro ἰδων TAA une’, et 
edev ND"X° ὃ ὁ ff g 8 vg (following turba) σκοπιαζεν Nonn]. 

This is again rather Egyptian. (ιδοντες 67 213, εἰδως Sod!” 
Laura4 194) 
εστιν τὰ προβατα NABLXW Sod min" Const Eus Cyr 
W-H Sod ἐπὲ (for evow ta προβατα) but this is exceptional. 

γενησονται (pro γενησεταὶ BDLXWY I[non fam] 33 213 
2P¢ Sod’ ἃ f vg? goth sah boh arm Clem 

(Variant Chr codd inter ecerat et ecovrar. Cf. verss). 
axovovew (pro axover) following ta προβατα XBLXW 

Sod fam 13 33 157 218 249 397 Sod ταν ἃ et latt Hom" ? 
Orig 4/6 Bas 1/4 Cyr W-H Sod txt (ακουσωσιν Paris”) but 
against all the rest and D* and Clem Orig 2/6 Eus Bas 3/4 
That. 

As showing that this must have been changed originally 
from axove. we note that δὲ alone follows with amoAnra: for 

απολωνται. 

ὃ (pro ἃ) See under “ Improvement.” 
εἰσιν pro εστιν (following mavta oca) NBCLNXY et WY 
33 157 218 314 Sod" Paris” W-H Sod tat latt copt et ἃ ὃ 
[contra D® ΔΕ]. Cyril has eotw against the Egyptian group. 
τινος bis (pro τινων bis) B (sol inter gr) ae f syr Cypr Eus 

Orig™ Aug Pacian Auct?’™ W-H™, 

Change of Case. 

This is quite an important place. ecopas ὁμοιος vps ψευστης 

by BADW fam 1 52138 157 254 2° only of Greeks, and latt: ero 
similis vobis mendax (against Tertullian’s genitive ero similis 
VESTRI mendax), instead of ἐσομαι opotos uw ψευστης. Soden 

only adds 1388 (Β ἐ G add) to the Greek witnesses hitherto 

known and does not follow in his text, abandoning Hort’s vyuv. 
The dative after ομοίος is as legitimate in Greek as the 
genitive, and throughout the N.T. is generally used. There- 
fore in opposing δὲ and the mass here (including Ψ 892 and 
Paris”) B must be seeking for something. What was he’ 
doing? Who is right? Which is the harder reading? Was 
B influenced by the Latin, or did the Latins have υμὲν 
and not ὑμων before them? Well ὑμων being the harder 
reading is I think distinctly to be preferred, and vuw to be 
relegated to the large scrap-heap of attempted ‘ improve- 
ments.” St. John himself near by (ix. 9) says oporos avtw and 

in 1 John iii. 2 we find ὁμοιοῖ avtw. But if St. John uses the geni- 
tive vuev in the fourth Gospel at viii. 55 why not let it stand ? 
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Our Lord was saying to the Jewish crowd: ‘‘And ye have not 
known Him, but I know Him, and if I should say that I do 

not know Him, I should be like a liar among you,” or, like a 

liar of your sort, rather than “like to you a 1181. In other 

words the genitive seems to convey that sarcasmt which not 

t Dr. Burkitt (‘The Gospel History’) has this to say about the fourth Gospel: 
“ There is an argumentativeness, a tendency to mystification, about the utterances of the 
Jobannine Christ which, taken as the report of actual words spoken, is positively 
repellent” (p. 227), And again: ‘‘ For we have not done with the Fourth Gospel when 
we have made up our minds that neither the narrative nor the discourses are to be 
regarded as history, as matters of the past fact” (p. 229). And again: “ Especially am 
I sure that we shall never do justice to this Gospel, so long as we treat it as a narrative 
of events that were seen and heard of men. It is not a competitor of the Synoptic 
Gospels. But, you will say, what becomes of the truth of the Gospel?” (p. 235/6). 
And once more: “ Then again, as I have already observed, the actual words which the 

Evangelist ascribes to our Lord when the Jews ‘ persecute’ Him for healing on the 
Sabbath were calculated rather to exasperate than either to appease or instruct them” 
(p. 238), And lastly: ‘ Now, if we look at the form and manner of these words, it is, I 
am convinced, impossible for one moment to imagine that they can represent an accurate 
account of any man’s defence of himself after outraging the religious susceptibilities of 

powerful adversaries. It is not in the least the kind of thing which a phonograph would 
have reported " (p, 258,9). 

But surely the other Gospellists have something of the same kind to say of Christ’s 
manner on certain occasions! And as to deep sarcasm how about Luke xvi. 9 “ And I 
say unto you Make to yourselves friends (out) of the mammon of unrighteousness, that 
when ye fail they may receive you into everlasting habitations”? No satisfactory 
interpretation of these words has ever been made, save that they convey a biting satire. 

In the above quotations from Dr. Burkitt’s book (chapter on the Fourth Gospel) I 
do not wish to do him any injustice by quotations perforce divorced from their context. 
He has said, rather unnecessarily, of me that I do not know the difference between a 

dilettante and a scholar. However that may be, I think I can detect the difference 
between an unbeliever and a believer! For in all Dr. Burkitt's writings he distinctly 
disavows his belief in our Lord’s saying, recorded in the Fourth Gospel (xvi. 26): “ But 
the Comforter, the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach 

you all things and bring to your remembrance (Jit. remind you of) all the things which 
(πάντα ἃ) I said unto you.” In the face of this Burkitt writes again and again such 
things as this: “ It was necessary that the disciples should reverence and love their 
Master; far more necessary that they should remember His phrases. But the conditions 
were not specially favourable for accurate reminiscence” (op. cit. p. 145). ‘I imagine 
it to be one of the most delicate of the problems which confront the investigator of the 
Gospel History to determine how far the sayings of Jesus reported only in the Gospel 
according to Matthew are, in the narrower sense, historical ; how far, that is, they are 
a literal translation into Greek of words which Jesus once spoke... It is not only a 
question whether this or that sentence or illustration comes really from a later time” 
(p. 191/2). “Τῇ the picture presented in S. Mark’s Gospel be in all essentials true, it 
will give an essentially reasonable account of the ministry. I do not mean it will contain 
no stories of what are called ‘miracles’ or that we should at once be able without mis- 
giving to accept every incident as having actually occurred in the way related ” (p. 66). 
“1 have said that our Evangelists altered freely the earlier sources which they used. 
They changed, added, omitted. This sounds, no doubt, very terrible and dangerous. 
Let us put the statement then in another form, a form quite as legitimate, but less 
shocking. Let us say that the Evangelists were historians and not chroniclers. This 
does not assert that they were trustworthy or even truthful” (p, 21). 
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unoften underlies our Lord’s addresses to those who were 

baiting him and lying in wait to “catch him in a word.” 
The original Aramaic of John viii. 55 we can only surmise, 
but the Syriac is plain, not “like you a liar,” but “a liar like 
you” “‘ mendazx sicut vos.” Malan says: “1 am for myself 
a liar like you,” and adds in a note: ‘the construction is 

But for cold, calculated apostasy, note the following: 

“That the Gospel according to Mark contained the story of the Resurrection of 
Jesus Christ is surely no reason for questioning its right to rank as an historical docu- 
ment... There is no doubt that the Church of the Apostles believed in the resurrection 
of their Lord. They may have been mistaken, but ‘there is satisfactory evidence that 
many professing to be original witnesses ’—I will not say, with Paley, ‘of the Christian 
miracles’: that claims too much, but certainly that Jesus had been raised from the 
dead— passed their lives in labours...” ‘‘ Let us add, what Paley omitted, the abiding 
personal influence of Jesus in the memories of the first disciples, and let us concede that 
like all other men they may have been mistaken: with these amendments, Paley’s 
famous allegation still stands. Yet no considerations of this kind explain the vitality of 
the Christian religion: we do not know why it lived and lives, any more than we know 
why we ourselves are alive” (p. 74/75). 

Into this last sentence, in my opinion, is compressed a whole world of base denial 
of the great foundation of the Christian religion, and of its founder, whom the writer 

calls “ our Lord.” The Christian religion lives because, apart from cold historicity, the 
Spirit of God still moves upon the waters of men’s hearts and convinces (the original 
reads the future ἐλέγξει) them “of sin, of righteousness, and of judgment,” as the 
Founder promised when He said it was necessary for Him to go away from them, but 
that He would send the Paraclete to replace Him (John xvi. 7/14). 

Dr. Burkitt, with many others, does not believe in the xi" chapter of St. John 
although it is attested by all documents, and in no uncertain manner, for textual 
differences there (quite unlike those of the pericope de adult.), are exceedingly small in 
number and very moderate in scope. ‘For all its dramatic setting it is, I am 
persuaded, impossible to regard the story of the raising of Lazarus as a narrative 
of historical events” (p. 228). This, because “there is no room” for it (p. 222) 
in St. Mark’s narrative. But upon the same grounds of criticism, both “lower” 
and “higher,” we must excise the long and most detailed ix** chapter concerning 
the definite healing of the man born blind about whom there was such a stir. 
And these excisions must logically be followed by the suppression of the xitt chapter to 
the Hebrews concerning Faith. The result will be “shipwreck,” as St. Paul graphically 
foretold in the first chapter (ver 19) of the 1st Epistle to Timothy, following it up in the 
2nd Epistle (ch. iii. 1/5) by his warning as to the character of the “heady” leaders of 
the last times (προπετεῖς, “ headlong, rash”), ‘‘ wrapped in smoke and mist of conceit and 
folly” (τετυφωμένοι), “having 8 form of godliness, but having denied (so R.V.; Gr. 
ἠρνημένοι) the power thereof.” 

I said to such an one recently in Germany: “ But, my dear sir, the trouble with 
these people is that if the good God himself came down and told them that the xit® 
chapter of St. John were absolutely true, they would not believe Him.” His answer 
was “ Neither would I”! 

Does not this justify St. Paul’s prophetic “προπετεῖς, rerupapévor..., ἔχοντες 
μόρφωσιν εὐσεβείας, τὴν δὲ δύναμιν αὐτῆς ἠρνημένοι "1 

As regards the lower criticism I would like to add that in the xi‘ chapter of St. 
John there are few textual alterations, far fewer than in the succeeding chapters, and if 
on lower grounds the xi chapter should have to be ejected, then the whole Gospel 
would have to go. 
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remarkable.” The German version is very explicit: ‘So 
wiirde ich ein Liigner gleichwie Ihr seid.” Tertullian seems 
here to be a star-witness against the Latinism of B. 
B and the few are therefore accused here with Hort 

of following Latin, or of making a false grammatical 
improvement to the basic text. The Oxford edition of 1910 
(without footnote) changes Hort’s ὑμὲν back to ὑμων, avoiding 
B’s “sunstroke.” I call it a ‘ sunstroke,” for observe that 

besides the opposition of δὲ and the rest, the new Egyptian 
us Τὶ (so friendly otherwise) also has ὑμων against B. 
πατήρ aye sic (pro matep aye) ἘΝ soli vid 
ov πατὴρ (pro συ πατερὶῚ BDNW against the rest and 

against Clem. (πατερ συ Sod, -- πατερ diatess, illeg. syr sin.) 
πατὴρ (pro matep) BAN only here 

πατὴρ δικαιε sic BAN (é:xataz) only here 

We now come to rather a peculiar case: 3 
εξηλθεν ουν o μαθητῆς ο αλλος ο γνωστος TOU ἀρχίερεως 

BC*L 213 (and no others except X Paris os qv γνωστος του 

apxiepews) instead of ...0s nv γνωστος τω apxtepe Οὗ all others 
and NW. [Ν᾿ exceptionally εξηλθεν ουν o pad. εκινος" os qv 
νωριμος τω apxiepe.] The genitive does not seem to 
be a version influence, and yet, if correct, implies a change 
by all other authorities! (Boh can be read either way.) 

Besides occurring here (and in verse 15 just before: qv 

γνωστος To ἄἀρχίερει, Where the dative is constant in all Mss) 
γνωστος does not occur elsewhere in St. John nor in the other 

Gospels, except at Luke ii. 44 (καὶ tors γνωστοις), xxiii. 49 
(wavtes οἱ γνωστοι) both times in the plural, but it occurs ten 

times in Acts and everywhere with the dative, except at iv. 16 
where it is used purely as an adjective (γνωστον σημεῖον yeyove 
δ avtwv) and at ix. 42 where no case follows (yywortov δὲ 

eyeveto καθ orns της lows), so that St. Luke does not use the 

genitive. We have to turn to the single other remaining 
occurrence of the word in the N.T. to find the genitive. 
I refer to St. Paul’s use of the word at Rom. i. 19: 
διοτι TO γνωστον του θεου φανερὸν εστιν εν αὑτοῖς. Cf. 

Moulton’s Winer, p. 295. 
In the case we are discussing in St. John BCL seem to 

stand absolutely alone with Westcott and Hort (no alternative 
in the margin) and Soden (adding 213 = his’) although Cyril 
definitely opposes them with the mass. Why should Cyral 
tell us what to read, or rather what to omit at Luke xxiii. 34, 

and be denied a hearing here? In the very next verse W-H 
accept Cyril’s testimony when backing the same Mss BCLX 
for the unusual order λέγει ovy τω Πετρω ἡ παιδισκη ἡ θυρωρος. 

against Clem. 
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The science in such matters is evidently incomplete, for the 
Revisers disagree with Hort in both places! They agree with 
Cyril for the dative after γνωστος and disallow the above order. 
ἦν yap μεγάλη ἡ ἡμερὰ εκεινὴ tov σαββατου (pro .. -εκεινου 

του σαββατοὺ) B*H 33 694 [non fam sed diserte τοῦ 
σαββατου εκεινη] 188 157 247 317 6° μὴ i 2 al. alig Sod*™ 
et Elz ¢ f g gat vgg (instanter >illa dies vg?) pers arab Cyr. 

The versions and 74" favour ἐκείνου, but pers and arab go 
with B* for exesvy and syr pesh (sin still missing) has a force- 
ful repetition “‘ Dies enim erat magnus dies Sabbathi illius” 
as rendered by Schaaf and Gwilliam, but Malan prefers to 
render “For it was a great day that day of Sabbath” 
(adi comes last in the sentence). Hort only places exewy 

in his margin, but Cyril proves that B* was the correct 
Alexandrian reading. While pers (in the absence of syr sin) 
reads more simply than syr pesh, for pers = “for that day 
was great”? (Malan), “ οὐ ille dies magnus esset” (Walt), 

and I think may represent syr sin. 

Change of Person. 

ott ewpaxa (pro ott ewpaxev) NBNXW LauraA™ a g gat 
aur vg sah boh aeth syr sin (cwpaxapev S 88 [cf. Luc xxiv. 11], 
but all others and syrr rell Cyr o7t ewpaxev). 

ewpaxa with ore is strange and of course the more difticult 
reading. Hort spaces: μαθηταῖς ὅτε Ἑώρακα τὸν κύριον. 
καὶ ταῦτα, but does not intimate a various reading in his 
margin. There is no particular objection to the receiving 
of this rather strange lection. I would only remark that 
whereas in coptic x€ Atma is legitimate, the o7 in 

Greek and Latin is rather illegitimate [ὃ cde /f§ have quod 
vidit, f 4 r: quia vidisset, only a g vg: quia vidi] and in 
view of our other coptic sympathies [see under that heading] 
NBXW very likely imbibed the coptic and do not represent 
a “neutral” base at all! Even syr sin is not free from the 
reflex action of the coptic versions. Soden brings forward 
Laura‘ as the only new witness, but does not adopt 
ewpaxa in his text. I notice that Amélineau’s Hust (p. 62) 
has ewpaxaye (with S 33). 

+ In Tischendorf's apparatus B is not properly quoted. Gregory rectifies the matter 
in his Emendanda, B* reads εκεινη. B? or Βὃ exetvov. 

t τὸν σαββατου exevov ΤΡ LNY 78 t** Paris? Sods, 

§ 7.18 misrepresented by Tisch and Horner for vidi. 
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Change of Possessive Pronown. 

Jol 

"a, 28. μου (pro cov) See under “ Hopelessness of considering B 

neutral.” 

Genitive Absolute. 

As in St. Luke’s Gospel so in St. John’s there is a marked absence 

of any dative absolute. In fact there is no trace of it if we except xx. 19 

where τὴ ἡμέρα exervn TH μια (των) σαββατων (interposed between two 

genitive absolutes) might be considered as one, with oven understood. 

The genitive absolute itself is quite rare, other expressions replacing 

it on countless occasions. Thus, whereas at xx. 19 we find ovons οὖν 

ovias, τη ἡμερα εκεινὴη τὴ μια (των) σαββατων, καὶ των θυρων κεκλεισμενων 

...,if we turn to vi. 16 we read ὡς δὲ οψεα eyevero, and at vii. 10 ws δὲ 

aveBnoay οἱ αδέλφοι αὐτου. Or ii. 23 ὡς δε ην ev (τοις) ἱεροσολυμοις ev τω 

πασχα, or iv. 28 αφηκεν ουν τὴν ὑδριαν αὐτῆς ἡ γυνὴ, καὶ ἀπηλθεν..., where 

we might expect to find genitive absolutes. The same applies to ix. 11, 

xi. 48, xii. 3 14, xiii. 4, xvii. 1, xviii. 1 18 38, xix. 1 and other places. 

Real genitive absolutes are observed and appear to be limited to the 

following places : 

John 

iv. 9. ουσης γυναικος Σαμαρειτιδος (or >yuv. Lap. ovens) 

51. ηδη Se avtov καταβαινοντος 

vi. 23. ευχαριστησαντος tov Kupiov 

vii. 14. ηδη δε της eoptys μεσουσης 

viii. 80. ταυτα αὐτου λαλουντος ἢ 
xii. 87. τοσαυτα δε αὑτου σημεια πεποιηκοτος εμπροσθεν αὐτων 

xiii. 2. καὶ δειπνου γενομενου 

ibid. του διαβολου ηδη βεβληκοτος.. - 

but not in xiii. 4 as might be expected. 

Then none until: 

Xvill. 22. ταυτα δε αὐτου εἰποντος 
xx. 1. σκοτίας ett ovens 

19. ovens ουν οψίας 
ibid. καὶ των θυρων κεκλεισμενων 

again : 
xx. 26. των θυρων κεκλεισμενων 
xxi, 4. πρωιας δε 787 γενομενης 

11. και τοσουτων οντων 

+ Instead of as at xi. 48, etc., καὶ ταυτα εἰπων. 

t Add vi. 28, For ἄλλα ηλθον πλοιαρια, N reads ἐπελθοντων ovy τῶν πλοιων and D 
(cf. br syr cu) addwv πλοιαρειων ἐλθοντων [but ὦ aliae naviculae venerunt]. 
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Now the same remarks apply here as those which I made under this 
head in St. Luke. The supposed “Antioch” revision has made no 
changes in St. John or in St. Luke from genitive to dative absolute. 
Then why should Lucian (or another) be accused of doing so in the 
Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Mark? Instead, does not the plain fact 

of the case stare us in the face that it was ‘‘ Alexandria’? which dis- 
approved of certain dative absolutes in Matthew and in Mark and replaced 
them in their revising process by genitive absolutes? The case, it seems 
to me, is proven. 

Genitive before the Noun. 

Referring to iv. 16 (see remarks under “‘ Compound verb for simple’’) 
we find a number of cases in this Gospel, as at: 

sk ii. 15. καὶ των κολλυβιστων εξεχεε TO κερμα (Ta κερματα BLT WX) 

xvi. 6. ἡ λυπὴ πεπληρωκεν ὑμῶν THY καρδιαν 
xvii. 6. σου το ovopa 

Xvill. 87. μου της φωνης 
where all mss are practically agreed. And as below where the 

MSS are not in exact agreement : 
xiv. 30. 0 του κοσμου (Tovtov) apywv Most, but: 

0 ἀρχὼν του κοσμου (τουτοῦ 1 fam 13 138 2° Paris” e vg 
Hipp Orig Bas Ath Cyr. 

xv. 10. καθως eyw τᾶς evtoAas Tov πᾶτρος μου τετηρηκα Most and 
᾿ Cyr, but: 

καθως Kayw του πατρος (μου) Tas ἐεντόλας τετηρηκα «= NB αὖ ff 
g vg Chr Novat. 

Xvili. 10. tov tov apyvepews Sovdov the usual Greek construction as 
exhibited by most (pontificis servum g 4 6 vg), but: 

tov δουλον Tov apxtepews NDj 242 Sod45°2 g bee f 
. Ff γ 

xix, 20. οτι eyyus nv οτοπὸς τῆς πόλεως Most, but: 

οτι eyyus nv τῆς πολεῶς οτοπὸος txt recept and W 1 18 138 

Paris” al. it”! vg copt syr arm. 
24, μου ta tpatia §=—- N°! eum copt (—pov 127) 
84. αὐτου τὴν πλευραν Nearly all Greeks with copt, but Orig** 

with 69-346 [non 13-124] 317 348 397 Paris’ and the Latins 
and Syriacs have τὴν πλευραν αὐτου. [Hus doubtless read the 
former order, for he writes tov ayvov tov θεου λογχη THY 
πλευραν evuEe. | 

35. aurou ἐστιν ἡ μαρτυρια ~=NBW plur Orig* 

ἐστιν αὐτου ἡ μάρτυρα ῬΘΚΝΡΒΌΔ min**+, but: 
ἐστιν ἡ μαρτυρια avtou ἨἩΥ min®™ lati”! Chr Cyr 
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> pou τον δακτυλον NDLW 33 Hostamelineau p. 62 cont (om. 

μου (ἢ 
μου τὴν χειρα = NL 88 Ευεέλαξι. against τὴν χειρα 
μου τὴν χερραν BW | mgt | μου rell et Cyr 
μου tas χείρας D (om. μου (ἢ) (—pov 1 a) 
N.B.—Soden adopts μου την xepa with NL 33 Hystsmélnean 

(BW) copt, but rejects μου tov δακτυλον of NDLW 33 Evstimstines 
copt! (Paris ceases at xx. 15 and is not available here.) 
>avtov ἡ μαρτυρια εστν ΒΟῪ 

>eotw αὐτου ἡ μαρτυρια ὮὋ Evst 48 ἃ aur Cyr 

>avtov εστιν ἡ paptupia 88 ? 

but δὲ and the rest " εστιν ἡ μαρτυρια αὐτου as latt [ praeter 
ἃ aur). 

Matters of Order. 

See under ‘‘ Solecisms.” 
αἰτεῖς Ὁ γυναικος Σαμαριτιδος ovens NABC*LNT® e¢ WW 

frag gr-copt Crum-Ken et 33 Cyr. 
αἰτεις ovons γυναικος Saw. the rest and cursives and Paris®’. 

(Ὁ ἃ arm omit ovens.) 

This is either an Egyptian improvement, for there would 
be no good reason to set ovens back in any “ Antiochian ” 
revision, or the basic text like that of D d arm lacked this 

ovens, which found its way into the text in differing positions. 
The versions—copt syr lat—express it in the position opposed 
to the Greek of NAB ete. 
»πιστ. μοι γυναι =NBC*L et WY 71 213 253 259 892 [non 

Paris®"] 6P¢ 7° 8P° 11P¢ vid Sod'® 108. δ 1 ᾳ sah aeth syr hier Orig 
Ath Cyr W-H et Sod tt. (-- γυναι F 124." Sod**.) 

γυναι meat. μοι D the rest, d and other Latins, boh, syr rell 
et cu sin, arm That. 

Here, the coptics being divided, we do not place it under the 
heading of ‘‘ Coptic.” 
προς autous ἐληλύθει ο LNTOUS BNY 485 Paris” soli vid., 
ἐληλύθει (+0 D) ἑησους προς avtous SD 80 a ὦ aeth syr hier, 

ἔληλυθει προς avtous o tncovs most and boh syr (sah τησους 

ndOev mp. avtous). 
Soden gives one new witness agreeing with BNW 435 

Paris”, viz., Sod’, a ms at Patmos, but adopts the ordinary 

reading in his text. Curiously enough W-H refuse the BNY 
reading in both text and margin, their text agreeing with the 
majority of witnesses, and their margin agreeing with ND. 
»εφαγον ev τὴ ερήμω To μαννα BC(D)TW ὃ ὁ ἃ ὁ ἢ gat 
vggteom" Bus Chr Aug W-H Sod txt (Orig and aur* ev tn 
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epnuw epayov to μαννα) against δὲ the rest coptics and Cyr 

That for εφαγον το μαννα ev Ty ἐρημω. ; 
[vi. 49/50. τον ovpavov aprov φαγοντες ἀπεθανον Clem™erdt] 

N reads: καὶ yoyyuopos πόλυς qv περι αὐτου, while BLTXW 
a few cursives and W-H read: καὶ yoyyvopos περὶ αὐτου nv 
modus, bringing πολὺς last. As far as I can see. both 
Tischendorf and Soden make a composition of these readings 
and print: καὶ γογγυσμος nv περι αὐτοῦ πολὺς which I do not 
think has any Ms authority whatever except that of 33 and 
Chrysostom (codd. μ. ε. 7. 4. χ. 8. of Matthaei), the majority 

reading: καὶ yoyyvopos πολυς περὶ αὐτου mv, and 127 
exceptionally: καὶ γογγυσμος nv πολὺς περι αὐτου, While 4 and 
goth omit περι αὐτου, and the “ neutral” text probably lurks 
in Dacde ffl aur arm? which omit πολὺς altogether! The 
fact is that πολὺς is probably an addition, injected into the 
text in differing positions. Syr and pers place it early with 
the majority, against the small Egyptian coterie of Greek 
uss (+6 4) followed by Hort. 
>xpovov μικρν NBLTWX Sod fam 186 f q aur W-H 
Sod txt (for pixpov xpovov D and the rest and sah boh Cyr) is 
possibly due to basic omission of χρονον which occurs in syr 
sin. 
»οποὺυ mv Aaved epxetat o Xpiotos BUTWY 33 LauraA 1 
[non 892 non Paris] ¢ vg syr Cyr W-H Sod txt. This instead 
of οπου nv Δανειδ, o Χριστος epxetas, evidently to avoid the two 
nominatives coming together. In sah the verse is practically 
inverted, bringing o Xpieros epxeras (but maintaining this order) 
very early in the sentence. Compare carefully all authorities 
here and a lesson may be learned. Itala is against BLTWY. 
Porte ex τῆς yadinatas προφητης BULNTXW3 892 al. pauc. 

Orig Chr Cyr W-H Sod ἐπέ, but against NDW and the great 
mass. 
> paptupia μου adnOns εστν = BW5 157 235 314 Sod'® tamga 

Evst 60 b sah arm Orig 1/3 Epiph Did W-H™ 
while D® has αληθεινη μου εστιν ἡ μαρτυρεια (ἃ verum est 

testimonium meum) 
and the rest of the Greeks with Orig 2/3 Cyr followed by Sod 
and W-H“*; ἀληθὴς εστιν ἡ paptupia pov as d and the Latins. 

We should refer B’s reading probably to sahidic influence 
[toh is opposed]. The fact that W joins is somewhat 
significant of this and not necessarily of any “neutral” 
form, while as 157 is joined by the sister ms Hvst 60 it is 
evidently real and basic with them. 314 is Soden®® a com- 
mentary MS. 

19 fin. καὶ tov matepa pov >av noete (pro...>mndete αν) 
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BLNTXWY 1 88 218 249 397 892 [non Paris’"] Laura‘? 
Sod®41 2101208 Hyst 49 ¢ r aur Origtirauies, Cypter [sed alibi 
contra] W-H Sod txt, but against δὲ and all the rest (Ὁ r“* 

dbe fom. av). This appears to be a distinct effort to 
avoid ending the verse with ay. Why should all the rest 
force the hiatus in ἡδειτε av? (Ὁ) omits av.) 

uppers εκ TOU κοσμου TOUTGU ἐστε, ἐγὼ οὐκ εἰμὲ EX TOV 

κοσμου τουτοῦ So ὃὲ and nearly all, but BT (fam 13 Sod’) 

latt Orig 1/3 Cyr** wish to vary the “ pair” of expressions, 
so they write: vers ex τουτου του KOT pov, eyw οὐκ εἰμὲ EK 

TOU κοσμου TOUTOU. 

The only other authority to make a changet is the notable 
ms W with its well known coptic affinity Gt has rested for 
1500 years in Egypt), which places the demonstrative before 

κόσμου in BOTH places as does sahidic (and boh mikocasoct... 

markocssoc). The lat and vg object also to such an abject 
pair” and so reverse the process thus: ‘‘ de mundo hoc... 

de hoc mundo.” 
>te ov (procut) NBULX® [teste Sod, non Lake] soli et boh 
[non sah] Cyr followed by W-H and Soden, against all the rest 
including T'W. (Syr: ov τι Ney. συ, τι Nevers συ Sod). Om, ov 
Sod*** ff. 
>ote nv τυφλος Kat ἀνεβλεψεν (pro ote TUPAos Hv Kat aveBrewev) 
NBLNT'W Sod 157 Paris” Laura‘?! Sod' 14 1266 Y7_FT 
and Sod txt (Ὁ) r boh (xe nacjor ag&erAe πε, whereas 
sah χε μεσβλλε ne). This is more important than it 
seems, for D ὦ 7 omit the clause altogether, showing some- 

thing out of the common, which 28 emphasises by substituting 
eyevynOn for nv and eliding καὶ ἀνεβλεψεν with ὃ and syr sin 
alone, thus: ‘‘o7z τυῴλος εγεννηθη. b has “ qui fuerat 

caecus” without et videbat; and r has “‘quoniam fuerat 
caecus et videbat.” e varies the missing καὶ aveBreyev by 
writing ‘‘et recepit lumen.”§ No Latins apparently use 
εγεννηθη, but aeth always prompt to show us that these 
readings of 28 or others are old, conflates with: ‘“‘ quia caecus 
NATUS fuisset et vidisset.” 
Amid these variations possibly D d / are correct with total 

omission. 
The εγεννηθη of 28 aeth may of course have crept in from 

verses 1, 2, 19, 32, 34. 

+ 69 has ex τουτου τον κοσμου secundo loco (teste Scriv) as 88 and lat. 

$ -rovrov prim as Evst 50 and a few. 
§ Cf. the Georgian and Slavonic versions. 
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(Interesting Passage as regards Diatess and Latins.) 

John 
ix. 21. Concerning what the parents of the blind man actually said. 

Ordinary Greek: avtos mAsKlay Exel * avTOV ερωτησατε" ἄυτος περι αὐτου 

(vel eavrov) λαλησι ANTAA une®l g ὃ goth slav 

pers syr*h vesh diatess Ps-Ath 
᾿αντον ερωτήσατε * ηλίκιαν exet* autos (+ τα Ψ 157 min") περι 

αὐτου (vel εαυτου) λαλήσει δ ΒΗ (επερωτησατε 

cum Sod) ΤΙΧΨ 1 22 88 157 218 897 Sod* 11} 

Paris” τὰ [eacept. b (vide infra) 1 ᾳ δ] vg boh aeth 
arm georg. sy Cyr et F's distess WH et Sod tzt. 

but N*WT' Sod? 25 6 sah (syr sin) Chr omit αὐτὸν 

ερωτησατε, and sah further omits ἡλίκιαν exer. 
Syr sin really merges αὐτὸν epwrnoate* avtos περι αὐτου 

λαλησει by saying: “ from him ye can know.” In reality 
the omission should be considered to be of the final clause 
αὐτὸς wept αὐτου λαλησει (with ἢ), which gives us the 

variation : ἐδου ἡλικίαν exer’ am αὐτου δυνατε μαθειν syr 
sin (ἢ. 

_ We have the ifala opposing the diatess. Here it may well be that 
diatess is conformed to syr pesh, for syr sin (hiat syr cu) opposes both 
with a different turn of phrase. But thus it precedes diatess for N* and 
ὁ, that interesting conjunction, omits one of the two clauses whose order 
is sub judice. S*T'W and b omit “ask him.” 

“ He is of age”’ therefore stands in all except sah (12 mss!) which 
practically omits both ἡλέκίαν exec and avtov ἐρωτήσατε, saying “...He 
also, he was fit for to speak about himself,” retaining the avtos which 
NBDLX 1 88 it aeth omit, and perhaps covering in intent ἡλέκίαν ever. 

“ Ask him,” therefore, is the point around which it all turns. The 

inversion of order shows that something was wrong in an old common 
parent. This may account for omission in N*T'W ὁ syr sin sah Chr“, or 

. it may be basic. The fact however that all other Latins have it militates 
against it. On the whole it looks like the old question of an exemplar 
which had been (properly) corrected in the margin, and led to confusion 
in the minds of the copyists. 

There is no trace of trouble left in F'* distes which agrees with the ἐέ 
and N°BDLXY in the order αὐτὸν ep. ηλίκιαν exer etc., but thus opposes 
diatess arab. 

John » Ἂ 
ix. 24. See under “‘ Coptic ” and ‘‘ Latin.” 

81. oSapev ott >0 Geos apaptwrwv< οὐκ axover BDT'AW [negl. 
W Sod] ade goth Cypr Conc" a ἃ e W-H ἐπέ (nil mg) 
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{sah boh θεος οὐκ akover apaptwAwy (αμαρτωλου saht); 

syr pesh Geos φωνην αμαρτωλων ove axover (mut syr sin); cf. 

aeth|, This instead of odapev ote >apaptwrwv o Geos < οὐκ 
axovec which NW with the rest as well as 892 Paris” and most 
Latins give us, as also Cyr Orig and Hil and Sod™. (Chr is 
on both sides.) The change of order seems to be a clear ‘ im- 
provement’ by BDAY. The harder order (supported as it is 
by the mass of Latins) is undoubtedly right. The combination 
BDT' is of no weight in such places, given their record other- 
wise, when NW and the mass oppose. (N aeth gat = ovdapev 
Se ote »αμαρτωλὼν οὐκ axkovel ο θεος.) 

x. 16, 17. See under “ Latin.” 

28. 
82. 

42. 

7 6a pues” 
» » “Solecisms”’ in the first place, and “ Latin” in 

the second place. 
» » “Latin and Coptic.” 

xi. 47. >ote ovtos ο avOpwmos πολλα rover σήμεα NABLMWXYV 
Sod? 089 Paris®’ sah Orig Ath W-H et Sod tat. 

ott ο ἄνθρωπος ouros πολλα Tore σημεια 33 et V [Sod, non Lake] 

ott o avOpwros ovtos πολλα σημεια ποίει A: Soa ΡΟ ὅτι 
ott ουτος ο avOpwros πολλα σημεια ποίει Unc” al. pl ete. Chr 
ott ο ἄνθρωπος ουτος σημεια πολλα ποίει Cyr (Sod*°) 

ουτος 0 avOpwros τοιαυτα opera ποίει Dicdeff 
TOANA TA σημεῖα α OUTOS ο ανθρ. ποίει boh 

ott autos 0 avOpwtros Tove πολλα σημεια sah 
xii. 18, da rovto καὶ ὑπηντησεν avtw o oydos ort... So write most 

authorities. (Some omit καὶ) But B writes alone 

δια tovto ὑπηντησεν avtTw καὶ ο οχλος, oTt... Now observe 

sah: eve mat on A maenHye εἰ EROA BUTE xe. 
Sah does not therefore omit καὶ as Tischendorf says, but 
places it (“ort”) before σ᾽ οχλος, as does B, merely displacing 
υὑπηντησεν and giving it after ὁ oxAos. Surely a sight of sah 
here influenced B so to write, unless he added καὶ in the 
wrong place, from his margin. But see boh omitting the 
prior «at, Hort does not record B here in his margin. Why 
not? 

. See under “ Solecisms.” 

> an ΒΝ" 
. >a motevonte (πιστευητε BC Orig 3/5 W-H tat [nil mg]) 
otav (εαν Paris”) γενηται ore eyw ext NBIL 213 Paris” some 
latins sah Orig 3/5 W-H Sod tat. 

This instead of wa otav yevntas maT. ott eyw εἰμι of the rest 
and Orig 2/5. It is a very difficult matter to judge who is 

t Some cursives and EUXI have apaprodor, as Cypr peccatorem. 
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right, and Origen insists upon being upon both sides as so 
often. I only mention it for this reason and to show how 
impossible it is to reconstruct an “Origen” text seeing that he 
not only gives both orders, but writes ἐπὰν [observe Paris” eav] . 
for otav ouce,t and πιστεύητε thrice against πιστευσητε twice. 

»υμιν rAeyo  B*! cum pers (ut solet). See the same order 

at x. 1 and 7, noticed under “ Solecisms,” but not thus 
elsewhere. 
See under “ Latin.” 
wa μεθ vpov εἰς Tov acwva ἡ ΒΒ" απᾷ ὁ latin only and W-H™. 
This among three varieties of order, and the exchange of ἡ for 
pevn. Old Latin is for ἢ, but the Vulgates all for μενη; and as 

they drew from a text similar to NB such as Paris” it is 
probable that ἢ is an amendment, for Paris” has wevy. The 
differing order between B, δὲ, D, and LQX is suspicious. 

>upes γνωσεσθε BUM*QX 33 213 Sod? #48 σοὺ F yg Cyr 1/6 
W-H [non Sod] against γνωσεσθε vuers NDW rell minn omn 
vid et Paris’. I would point out that as A Sod 249 Sod¥™ 
Evst 150°™ b dim em gat vg¥ syr pers aeth Chr Cyr 5/6 Victorin 

omit vues altogether, the differing order between the large 
ND group, and the small B group may well have its source 
in an addition to the basic text from the margin. υμεις 
appears superfluous here. 

. >Kkaptov πλειονα See under “Latin” and note specially in 
connection with xiv. 31. 

. >upas nyaTnoa See under “ Latin.” 
. >Tov πᾶτρος Tas ἐντόλας (—yov) Ba ὃ ¢ ff gq aur Novat 

Chr" W-H™, 
. Ῥύυμιν λέγειν See under “ Latin.” 
. > δῶωσει ὑμῖν εν Tw ονομ. μου See under “‘ Coptic.” 

. Pott πολλακὶς συνηχθὴ tnoovs μετα των μαθητων exer B™. 

This is rather interesting, because B clearly accuses himself 
of being non-neutral here in placing exe: right at the end, as 
an afterthought (incorporated from the margin? Sod’, with 
syr pesh™, omits), and this is admitted by Hort, who places 

the B reading in his margin, and has in his text: 
ott πολλακις συνηχθη Incous exes μετα των μαθητων avToU 8.8 

NS and most, but D ὦ ἐδ" and some versions place exez before 

(0) Incovs. The Latins vary a good deal, and Hort nearly 

always adopts B when there are several varieties of readings - 
or of order. Here he recognises B as absolutely non-neutral 
in its unique order. 

t Just as at xiii. 27 for rore Orig uses era four times, and omits (with NDL) thrice 
elsewhere, 



John 

Xviii. 5. 

15. 

17. 

B IN ST. JOHN’S GOSPEL. 369 

Soden now adduces Sod'* for omission of exes, and supports 
B for exe: at the end with Sod". [exer is placed after cvvnxOn 
by D Paris” ὦ r (vg) and syr.] 

Note that in the following verse, where δὲ alone omits exer, 

syr sin follows B’s example in verse 2, and in verse 3 alone 

places exe: right at the end of the verse! 
Another matter of order (unique, by B) promptly supervenes, 
and again zon-neutral, and once more relegated to Hort’s 

margin. It stands exactly on the same plane as the matter 
just noticed under xviii. 2 and is due to addition from the 
margin of B’s parent. Here the ¢extus receptus after “twa 
ἕξητειτε᾽" says: ἀπεκρίθησαν avtw, ἴησουν tov Nafwparov. Λεγει 

avtows o ἴησους eyo εἰμί. NS retains this, merely suppressing 

the article before Incouvs, but ACLX and the rest of the 

Greeks confirm the tert. recept. Sah and boh say >Inoous 
αὐτοῖς but neither δὲ nor B are following them. D 435 and 
five minuscules plus Sod*! 1054 with b ὁ r [hiat ἃ] gat syr sin 
and Orig [Sod omits Orig] omit Inoous altogether. When B 
comes to the place he acts thus: 

>Reyet αὐτοῖς eyw εἰμι Inoous incorporating Jesus last, and 

changing the method of the address. No trace of this 

lingers in others except in the Vercelli Codex a, which 
has: Dizxit illis : Ego sum. Iesus autem stabat et Judas..., 

thus preserving the order of B and incorporating Jesus in the 
next sentence. Consult the original page of B. We find 
ἘΓΏ EIMI TGelCTHKEl, Ι΄ coming before ἑστήκει. The combina- 

tion Ὁ [habet d?] minn™ ὃ e r syr sin Orig is strong for the 
simple omission of Jesus, which is in fact what Hort adopts. 
Some of his principles here go to the winds in favour of others 
involving the “ shorter text,” but the fact remains that B is 
discredited as a ‘‘ neutral” by adding in the wrong place. The 
combination D be r (hiat d) syr sin is the true Latin base. 
The Oxford edition of 1910 goes back to the textus receptus ! 
This is rather amusing, seeing that syr sin, discovered since 
Hort’s day, lends its voice to the omission of the Latins 
which Hort followed here, and which justifies him. Poor 

B is left alone, all alone out in the cold. This is a sad 

‘* sunspot.” 
ηνωστος nv (pro nv yrootos) BW 4 Paris” Sod’ a ὁ + 

Far gat aur W-H™. Cf. syr et boh. 

λεγε ουν τω Πετρω ἡ matdicxn ἡ θυρωρος = BC*LX 33 213 
897 [non al. gr] ὃ ὁ f g x gat vg Cyr W-H & Sod tat 
[Hiant ἃ 6]. 

See as to BCLX just previously under ‘‘ Change of Case” 
where they oppose Cyril. 

2B 
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xviii. 18. 

xix. 4, 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES, 

BCLX remain together here for another change of order with 
(Cyr) but have the additional support of NW and a few 
cursives with a. 

. >els παρεστήκως τῶν ὑπηρετῶν (pro εἷς των υπηρ. παρεστηκὼς 
A plur) S*BW Sod™ a ff g gat vg Cyr W-H & Sod txt, 
while N°C*LXYY 33 213 604 LauraA™ Sod" ὃ c fr vary in 
a third manner with εἷς tov παρεστηκοτων (vel παρεστωτων) 
υπῆρετων and Paris” eis των παρεστηκοτὼων τῶν υὑπηρετων. 

. > αλλοι εἰπὸν cot ΒΟΌΣ ῬΙΥ [non Sod] sah boh syr Cyr 

vg** W-H [non Sod}. 
This against, the usual ἡ adda σοι εἶπον of N and most as 

Sod™, or ἡ αλλος σοι extrev of (M)NSII and a few, and ἡ αλλοὶ 
σοι περί ἐμου εἰπὸν ἃ Sod, 

. See under “ Latin.” 
Ῥουδεμιαν artiav εὑρίσκω ev avtw ΒΒ 1 88 78 Sod's49 1448 ὃ 400 
aeth vg® Cyr et W-H & Sod tat (ef. largely differing orders 
in others.t Sah and boh grouped by Tisch here do not agree 

᾿ exactly). 

28. 
33. 

xx, ΤΊ. 

. Large variety of order here. 
11. Important. See under “ Syriac.” 

. Great variety. See under “ Coptic and Latin. 
. See under “ Coptic and Latin.” 
. >Bacirevs τῶν Ἰουδαίων eps ΒΤΙΧΨ 33 314 Sod (aeth) 
[non W non Paris” non al. vid.| W-H [non Sod]. 
evs is omitted by syr and vg®. Possibly it was missing from 
the B® exemplar and carried in from the margin. 
See under “ Latin.” 
>76n avtov τεθνηκοτα (pro avtov nbn τεθν) BLW Orig 

W-H [non Sod]. (Tisch “τ qui ordo corrigendus videbatur.”) 
The mass with Cyr have αὐτὸν ηδη. τεθνηκοτα, butc f qr 

vg? arm aeth georg (sax) Auct™™ do not express 75y. This 

may possibly be basic, owing to the differing order as between 
BLW Orig alone and all the rest (including all Soden’s new 
witnesses) with Cyril. In St. John r of the Latins is quite 
important with a very old text. It is notable that the 
“ Egyptian” Latins ὁ and ff also omit, while υρ is as old as 
any of them in base. Is it the Latins who once again 
preserve the base ? 
Ὁ μη ἀπτοῦυ pov (pro pn μου amtov) Β with Tert™ (“ne, 
inquit, contigeris me”) and some versions as} syr arm aeth 

copt, but against every other Greek including the new Egyptian 

+ For further particulars see the ‘ Morgan Gospels,’ pp. 382/333. 
1 But some exchange “ touch me not” for “draw not near me.” 
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Lectionary, Amélineau p. 63 [Evst 47 only omits povt] 

against the Latins expressly noli me tangere, and against the 

host of Fathers Iven™ Resp™™" Origse* Orig'® Eus%ties 

Eustath Epiph® Chr Cyr Thdt Sever al. 

B does not even substitute po: (Pindar) for pov. Hort 

carries μὴ ἀπτου pov religiously into his margin, but no one else 

considers it seriously and the Oxford edition of 1910 rejects it. 

Another “sunspot” I suppose. There are many recorded in 

these pages. 
xxi. 17. ᾿ίπαντα συ (pro συ παντὺ NBC*DNW Sod 33 [non al. 

minn Sod] a ἃ 6 ff m aur vg* syr W-H Sod tat. 

118. > lwo. σε (pro σε Swe.) NBC? Cyr [non al. Sod], cf. copt 

- (syr) [non lat] W-H Sod ἐπέ. 

22, 23. See under “ Latin.” 

24, See “ Genitive before the Noun.” 

Hopelessness of considering B neutral, when he can never understand 

Christ's character. 

xii, 28. We have here to indict B on a frightful count. We indict 

him for mutilating scripture without the shadow of excuse, 
and this in a most important place. His changes of tense, or 
suppression of the article, or niceties of expressions by 
pairs” are nothing to this. In the short expletive prayer 
of our Lord, introduced in verse 27 by the words vuy ἡ ψυχὴ 

μου τεταράκταῖι καὶ τι εἰπω; our Lord continues: πάτερ σωσον 
μὲ εκ τῆς wpas ταυτης ᾿ αλλα δια TovTo ἤλθον εἰς τὴν wpa 

ταυτην. Πᾷατερ δοξασον σου TO ονομᾶ. 

The reply is reported swiftly in the words following: ηλθεν 
ουν φωνὴ εκ tov ovpavov: καὶ εδοξασα καὶ παλιν δοξασω 
without mentioning any “ object.” Therefore B was free to 
alter the record in the prayer itself, and he does so. 

+ at is wrongly quoted by Tisch for omission. It omits the second, not the first 
pov. Soden commits a bad blunder here, citing N and D, W and 348, “af” and Orig for 

the omission of this first pov. They all omit the second only (post marepa prim.) with 

the possible exception of 848 (Sod'") whose actual readings Soden is the first to report 

fully. Soden does not mention dscr here (his’®’) and so does not repeat Tischendorf’s 

error, but places it with the others for -- μου post πατερα prim, He neglects however the 

only ms which does omit outright, viz. Evst 47, as he makes a practice of avoiding the 

testimony of Lectionaries nearly everywhere. (Evst 47 is a most important document in 

every way and will bear the closest watching. Its absence from von Soden’s apparatus 

is most regrettable. It is often alone with very ancient and important witnesses, e.g. at 

John ii. 19 with Ignatius alone.) Matthaei refers to Origen‘ where he would seem 

to exclude μου with Evst 47. 
t But B has και αλλος (woei σε alone, as sah boh, while NC* have καὶ addor ζωσουσιν 

σε, and syrr add to gird: ‘thy loins.’ Therefore B remains alone with certain versions 

(against the Latin). 
232 
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xili. 26. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

B writes: Hatep δοξασον μου to ονομα. He has the support 

of one minuscule (of which we rarely hear), viz. Evan 5 

[neglected by Soden]. Hort and the R.V. do not exhibit 
a trace of this in their texts. In Hort’s margin is found 
“Ap.” In the Appendix is found “xii. 28 τὸ ὄνομα] τὸν 
υἱὸν, nothing more. So we turn to vol. ii. ‘ Notes on Select 
Readings,’ p. 89, col. 1. Here we find the variation τὸν υἱὸν 
for to ovoya described as Alexandrian, but—would it be 

believed ?—not having the grace or the face to refer to the B 
reading at all! Now whether we read with L[megl. Sod.]XX” 
and Athanasius matep Sofacov cov tov viov, or with B πάτερ 
δοξασον pov To ονομα [instead of πατερ δοξασον cov to ονομα] 

the result is the same, and we find this most Alexandrian 

reading in B (which we were told was absolutely free from 
such things). Hort’s silence is not dignified. It is worse. 

For he has said that he could find no trace of any Alexandrian 
reading in B in any book of the New Testament. Therefore 
it is specious here to hide behind the view that wou for cov is 
amere error. Cyril has said evte δοξασον cou τον υἱον exer ἡ 

ypadn, ete δοξασον cov το ovopa, τουτον ἐστιν τὴ τῶν θεωρη- 
ματων ἀκριβεια (xii. 28, xvii. 1), so that he brings together both 
readings. After the correct reading here: Sofacov cov το ovoya 

. Ὁ adds ev rn δοξη ἡ εἰχον παρα cot προ του τον Koc pov γενεσθαι 
which is a phrase erroneously brought back from John xvii. 5. 
D would therefore really like to read with B or Alexandria, 

for in xvii. 5 the previous clause reads καὶ νυν δοξασον με συ, 
πατερ, (continuing) παρα ceavtw ty δοξη ἡ evxov προ Tov τον 

κοσμον εἰναι παρα σοι. [At xvii. 5 D has γενεσθαι tov κοσμον 
for tov κοσμον εἰναι. 
We have here then a clear case of Alexandrian editing by B. 

Foolish editing too. Because, when our Lord quickly adds 
“But for this came I to the selfsame hour,” he debars any 
thought of ““ Glorify me” or “ Glorify my name” or “ Glorify’ 
Thy Son,” and the editors have properly accepted the wording 
of the prayer to be “ Glorify Thy name,” in Him if you will 
(as Tert once: glorifica nomen tuum in quo erat filius). 

μου is not a mistake or a slip made by B. It is most 
deliberate. If it is wrong why did not Hort own up and say 
so? And as his silence says it is wrong how can such a text 
be “neutral ” ? 

Harmonistic. 

+rapBaver καὶ (ante Sidbwow) BCLMX et δὲ 33 213 892 

Sod 31149 ageth Orig W-H ἀ Sod tat against NDWY 
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Paris and the rest and the versions and Cyr. The opposition 
is so strong that this may have come from the λαβὼν in all 
three of the synoptics (Matt. xxvi. 26, Mark xiv. 22, Luke 

xxii. 19). In 1 Cor. xi. 23 it is ἐλαβεν. 
xix. 41. nv τεθειμενος (pro ετεθὴὴ NSBW Paris® Laura*™ Cyr but 

these only, miserable band of Alexandria contradicted by 
Origen. Cf. positus erat lait here, and of. Luc xxiii. 53 qv 
ovbes ουδεπω κείμενος. In fact Tischendorf says “‘ ex Luc 23, 
53” and refuses to displace ere? from his text. Bolder (and 
stupider) is Hort, who places ἣν τεθειμενος in his text without 
marginal alternative. The R.V. more wisely follows in 
Tischendorf’s footsteps and retains ετεθη (but the Oxford 

edition of 1910 has no note on the evidence). Soden’s text 

follows Hort and NBW Paris”. He adds LauraA™ to the. 

small group. 

Example of Conflation exhibited only in this “ Neutral” teat of B. 

vii. 39. ova yap nv πνευμα without addition by NKTITV Sod’ 42: 
91 280 wt (Loh sah) arm Orig™* Dion Cyr mater Hesych 
Orig™ 1/3 Rebapt Tisch ὦ W-H txt. 

LNXW une? ὃ vg** Did Ath Chr That Orig™ 1/3 Tat. rec. ἃ Sod 

tat add ayov. 

Eus andabe ffglr aur gat vg?! syr pesh cu sin add δεδομενον. 

Ὁ df goth (aeth) add ayov em (in d 7) avtas. 
But it 15 left for Bet 4 syr hier Orig" 1/3 to conflate by 

adding ayov Sedouevov. B has no Greek support ξ but 254 = 
ay.ov δοθεν, which is distinctly a critical codex; its corrections 
being only used by the critics when they favour δὲ or B 
Now the situation is quite clear here, and Hort recognised 

it by following δὲ and the Fathers against B. What becomes 
of his “neutral” text in B then? This is worse than a 
“sunspot” or ‘“sunstroke” as regards B [see Souter], for it 
is deliberate tampering with tke deposit. Nor does Hort 
himself conduct his enquiry into this matter better than B. 
In the margin of his text opposite mvevya (tantum) is found 
“ Ap.” and we therefore turn to the Appendix (p. 574). But 
there we find no word about the misconduct of B. Instead we 
find this, and only this: 

“ vii. 89] πνεῦμα] + δεδομένον ; also + ἅγιον : also + ἅγιον 
ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῖς : also + ἅγιον δεδομένον. 

+ What does von Soden mean by citing 6 (before “it q ἔ") for omission of ayoy? 

True, Hans von Soden’s “African” text lacks it, but e reads: “‘ nondum autem spe erat 
sanctus datus.” 

t Soden adds Af (= X). 



874 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

That is absolutely all. Not a word as to the culprit B who 

perpetrated the addition referred to lastly. In vol. i. p. 82 

(‘Notes on Select Readings’) he goes into the matter a little 

more fully, but as usual cannot recognise what the readings 

mean. Under t+ayov he has “ Pre-Syrian (? Alexandrian) 

and Syrian,” under +aysov δεδομενον he has no remarks. 

Well, of what family is it? I have said before that Dr. Hort 

could not recognise his own children when he saw them. I 

repeat the accusation here. And if he could not, how can 

his followers ? 
This is his illuminating remark on the subject : 

“The singular distribution of documents is probably due in 

« part to the facility with which either ἅγιον or δεδομένον or 

“ both might be introduced in different quarters independently. 

“ Text” [i.e “πνευμα ᾽] “ explains all the other readings, and 

“ could not have been derived from any one of them.” Thus 

he utterly condemns B here. 

Well then B’s usefulness is destroyed? Not a bit. of it. 

Hort seizes the first opportunity to follow B again in the next 

verse Ἔ[οτι] where B with only Ὁ (against the rest and Orig 

Cyr) inserts this in the coptic method. ᾿ 

General Improvement. 

i. 18. (omission). B and one cursive (17) omit the second clause 

ovde ex θέληματος avdpos. This is either because of homoio- 

teleuton,t or more likely because there seems something 

of tautology in “ οὐδὲ ex θέληματος capKos οὐδε ex θεληματος 

avépos.” But for B’s bad record previously we would not 

select this against him. The omission is opposed by all else, 

by W 892 and Paris”, by all versions,} and by Tertullian and 

other Fathers, except Athanasius and Husebius, who omit with 

B, and Ath appears deliberate. This is another Alexandrian 

reading as witnessed to by Ath, which is shared by B, and the 

existence of which Hort denied. 

ii. 15. τα xeppara (pro to κερμα)ὴ. BLT°XW Ozyr* 33 213 314 

Paris” ὃ 4 copt arm Orig Hus W-H tat [nil in mg] Sod™ 

~ against all others and Nonnus. This seems to be an effort 

at (mistaken) improvement, and has support ‘of Ozyr* W 

+ ἘΠ and a very few omit the first clause ουδὲ ex bed. σαρκος. 
¢ Sah has it, but alone changes the beginning, writing “‘ These were not out of the 

wish of blood and flesh, nor out of the wish of man,” for οἱ ove εξ atparov ουδε ex 

θεληματος σαρκὸς οὐδε εκ θεληματος avdpos. If sah considered the matter we may 

be sure that B did, although B adopts a different plan. 
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: and copt as well as Origen fully. Hence it is certainly 
Egyptian. As to the neighbouring places in the same verse, 
observe following, where N 157 and Epiph, almost alone, 
have xateorpeyev, and most Greeks with Origen (over 1/2) 
ἀνεστρεψεν, BWXII? 61 108 234 247 251 252 435 οδ΄ τοῦ (Sod 
only quotes 251) Sod?2*%416 99 with Cyr and Οὐδ W-H 
txt for averpeyev. The Old Syriac only begins again at 11. 16, 
so we do not know if it employed singular or plural for τὸ 
κερμα or for ex σχοινίων, but we may note that 33 and 71 
Sod 443 ff and g use ex σχοινίου alone here. 

iii. 84. —o θεος sec. NBC*LT'W 1 33 213 2°° Paris’ be fl Cyr 
(syr cu) W-H & Sod txt, against all the rest and syr copt 
aeth Orig et Orig™ Chr Did Cyrte Ang", This seems to be 
an endeavour to remove redundancy. 

iv. 51. (Indirect for dramatic direct oration). λέγοντες ott ὁ Tats 
αὐτου & by NABC and W 185 Sod cdf ff gl r gat aur vg 
arm W-H ὦ Sod txt and the inevitable textual muddler 
Origen in the proportion of 1/3. 

This is opposed by D* LIAATI une? minn omn rell (et N ote o vos 
σου ζη) abeq syr cu sin pesh hier sah boh aeth Chr Cyr with direct 
oration, employing gov for αὐτου. It is confirmed by Orig*” (on the 

next page following the quotation αὐτου 1) plus Origen (ea Heracl.'*"). 
Tisch misquotes 18 for cov. In Ferrar’s edition 13 reads: 0 mais σου 

0 vtos αὐτου (but the rest of the family cov with all other minuscules). 
In a question of this kind when the Semitic versions are so strong 

for direct oration, the minuscules should be decisive. What is their 

verdict ? None uphold avtov.t Not even 892 nor Paris” nor 33 (the old, 

“queen of cursives” before discovery of 892 and Paris’) nor 28 which 
here opposes and neutralises the testimony of W. 

May I ask, if it is a question of revision, who would revise back to 

direct oration? The thing is unimaginable. If αὐτοῦ were original, the 

whole series of ‘‘ Antioch” revisers (and they are represented by other 
Egyptian mss) could never have put back cou so successfully. 

John 

iv. 52. εἰπὸν ον BCLNWY 1 88 50 213 291 2?* Sod’ Paris® 
W-H Sod txt but no versions except arm. The others and 
Cyril have καὶ εἰπὸν with δὲ, but T" Sod’? e foss with sah boh 
and the middle-Egyptian version, and the syrr omit the 
copula. The “neutral” text is therefore with copé syr, and 
the ovy of BCL is a sheer improvement. 

53, Similarly exewn τὴ wpa ev ἡ by NBCT™ 1 minn aligs* 

+ Soden now adduces two critical codices for it, his at Patmos, and his #° = 185 

at Florence. 
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W-H & Sod txt for ev εκεινη τὴ wpa ev ἢ should be compared 

to Latin, but it avoids a double ev. 

y. 29. A little “‘ nicety ” of B alone: 
οἱ Ta ayaba ποιήσαντες εἰς ἀναστασιν ζωῆς οἱ (- δε) τα φαυλα 

πραξαντες εἰς αναστάασιν κρίσεως. 

This is another of those “ pairs” which B always gives his 

(Alexandrian?) attention to. No other Greeks support the 

omission of δε. Soden does not add one single witness to B. 

Not even the faithful 213 (Sod). Nor do Ψ 892 or Paris” 

add their voice for omission. W indeed writes καὶ οἱ alone of 

Greeks with m bok" syr arm Iren'™*, The support for B’s 

reading (which W-H adopt) t is Latin, viz. Tert Aug ae ff 

and sahidic.t I add this therefore also under the heading 

. “ Latin-Coptic.” ‘ 

vi. 9. —ev (post παιδαριον) NBD[contra Sod \LNU*WY 1 157 al* 

Sodt™ a b del syr cu aeth Orig Chr Cyr et W-H & Sod txt. 

Apparently to remove a superfluous word. Why should any 

add? (Coptic emphasises with the indefinite article owujHpe 

sah, oad dors bok, eliminating the ἑν following). 

42. Yet another case of “pairs.” The second ovtos is removed 

from the verse by BODLTW Sod™ min. pauc. W-H & Sod txt 

ad ff q sah boh syr cu sin arm aeth Chr Cyr, but against 

all others. Why should it have been added? It is pleonastic 

in Greek, but not so semitically speaking. 

vii. 4. See under “ Latin.” 
6. Another question of “pairs.” For: “ὁ «atpos ὁ eos outa 

παρεστιν o δὲ Kalpos ο ὑμέτερος πᾶντοτε ἐστιν ετοιμος ᾿᾿ 

B substitutes in secundo loco παρεστιν for ἐστιν to make 

the antithesis euphonious or perfect. It appears to be in 

very questionable taste, and presupposes that every other 

ms changed the second παρεστιν to ἐστιν for opposite reasons. 

Not a single other Greek does this, nor 892 nor Paris” nor 

any of Soden’s otherwise sympathetic cursives. Some vulgates 

(FKIQVX'Z"), but no vett, have adest for est here, but all 

vett carefully distinguish, having venit or advenit or adest (6) 
in the first place, and est uniformly in the second place. Sah 

and bok both differentiate and so do syrr. W-H keep a 
discreet silence, printing ἐστιν. 

{ Really in all these matters Hort surpasses himself. The evident reincarnation 

of an Alexandrian critic of the third or fourth century, he has managed to mislead 
modern “scholars” into thinking that all these little “ niceties” were basic, and that a 
“revision” forsooth excluded them all! 

1 Boh strongly opposes, some bok having pleonastically OOPS, NH Ae. 
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vii. 8. Although B has large support here for ovrw avaBaive, the 

consensus of opinion of antiquity (Porph Epiph Chr Cyr Ephr 

Aug Auct quaest) is with NDKMII + i! vg boh (diserte) arm 

aeth syr cu sin georg slav pers for οὐκ avaB8awe, which Hort 

only places in his margin, retaining ovrw avaf. in his text. 

Can anyone suppose that if B had been on the other side it 

would not have turned the scale? Yet here, although 

supported by sak and W, it is manifestly an ancient 

“improvement ” which D and the good Latins, syr boh and 

the bulk of the versions, will have none of. I regret that 

the Oxford edition of 1910 follows Hort with ov7w in text 

and οὐκ in margin, instead of reversing it.t In this connection 

I would like to remind Dr. Souter of his own words quite 

recently expressed (‘Text and Canon,’ p. 129): “The readers 

of the present work would do well to ponder every word he 

writes on the subject of New Testament textual criticism, 

for no authority of our time surpasses him in learning and 

judgment.” This sentence refers to Professor F. C. Burkitt, 

and this is what he has to say of situations exactly such as 

the evidence indicates in St. John vii. 8: “The question at 

issue is what right we have to reject the oldest Syriac and 

the oldest Latin when they agree” (F.C.B. ‘Introduction’ to 

Barnard’s Clem *), because, as he says elsewhere (op. cit.) : 

“ With Clement's evidence before us we must recognise that the 

EARLIEST texts of the Gospels are fundamentally ‘ Western’ in 

every country of which we have knowledge, even in Egypt.” 

T have already used these remarks of Dr. Burkitt elsewhere, 

as headings to my study of the books of Dimma and Moling, 

and Dr. Souter will please to recognise that I ‘ponder 

every word” of Dr. Burkitt on the subject. Perhaps more 
than he (Dr. Souter) does, for if Dr. Souter (op. cit., p. 138) 

approves the addition of the words καὶ τῆς νύμφης at Matt. xxv. 1 
which “has now received the support of the Old Syriac 
version and is therefore proved to be ‘ Western’ in the 
widest, and not merely in the geographical sense,” he must 
apply the same canon of criticism to other places, irrespective 
of B and δὲ. As a matter of fact this addition of καὶ τῆς 

νύμφης stands upon another footing, and I am not at all clear 

that we should receive it. The valuable cursive 892 reads 
alone τῶν νυμφίων for τοῦ νυμφίου καὶ τῆς νύμφης, revealing 

a situation which calls for very detailed examination.§ This 

{ Add 17** 389 pser wser Pscr Laura 101. So¢{/410 1091 1246 ὃ 871 ὃ 469, 

1 Soden does reverse it against Sod™, having ovr avaBawe in text and ove in margin. 

ὃ rw νυμφιω C 157 soli, ut latt sponso. 
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reading of 892 I have not seen referred to anywhere, and 
Dr. Souter himself has. not used Dr. Rendel Harris’ very 
interesting collation of this valuable British Museum codex. 

But the proposition holds good, viz. if we are to believe DX=n"" 
latt syr arm Orig™ Tichon Arnob Op™ Hil for -Ἐ καὶ της νυμφης 
in Matt. xxv. 1 against dug and the rest, how much more are 
we to believe D latt syr strengthened by NKMII arm aeth 
georg slav pers boh Porph Epiph Chr Cyr Ephr Aug Quaest 
at John vii. 8. 

In such connections we can profitably study matters of 
order, such as vii. 12 88 (see under ‘‘ Order ’’), where perhaps 

the basic text omitted the word subsequently added in 
different positions. 
Another question of “pairs.” To: “‘&rnoete μὲ καὶ οὐχ 
evpnoere” BNTX [non fam 1 teste Lake] 213 258 2° wt 
Sod'** sah boh syr aeth W-H [non Sod] would add pe to 
complete the “pair.” It is difficult to suppose that all others 
including DW Soa 892 Paris” removed the second pe. mee 
is it a ‘‘ version ” influence on BTX. 

Observe in the same verse jin. that B alone (cf. georg arm) adds 
exet, which can be traced to the unique addition by the sahidic 
and bohairic here of epog (‘ to it”). 

Bl[non N]TX sah boh syr aeth, with G 1[non fam], 892 2°° W-H 
this time, again add ἃ second με in the same phrase as in 
vii. 84, 

In the latter case G 1 892 join, and N 213? 258 w** Sod’ ? 

abandon BTX and the four versions which remain constant 
in the error with Westcott and Hort. 

(pro od) B and EKMSUVA2 min® and 604 [non 892 

(Harris ed.) non Paris*"] but against SDGHLNTWXTATI αἱ. 
pl and Cyr" Chr Thdor®«! Cyr (Nonn) Thdt; in other words, 
B has no Patristic support. It is rather a difficult construc- 
tion, and.B with LTW Evst 18 proceeds to, change the tense 
of micrevortes following, to miotevoavtes, and then conflates 

with ayov δεδομενον as against omission of both words by 
NKTII Orig Cyr, while some add ayrov and some add SeSopevov. 
It will be observed that B’s supporters LT and W are in 
varying positions in this verse in the three changes under 
review. [See ante as to addition by B.] 
In the “ pair” of expressions ado. ..addoz it is to be noticed 
that some and 1 33 248 al. ac f ff vg sah boh arm (aeth) Orig 
Cyr add Se after the second αλλοι, which is found also in 

textus receptus and in sah against its usual method; 
(BLNTXW Sod substitute οἱ δε). 
Now St. John’s method seems to be against this, for at 
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ix. 9 αλλοι EXeyov...addou ἔλεγον remains without copula and 
only δὲ and a few add δε, while B and the great majority 
abstain. I mention it because there are other places involved, 
all in the same class, as, in the same chapter vii. above at verse 

12: οἱ μεν eXeyov...addox ἔλεγον, Where BTXW Sod™ sah boh 

Cyr and a number of Old Latins (with textus receptus again) 

add Se. I had not intended to mention this place, supported 
as itis by ¢ f fg 1 vg (although observe that b de qtr ὃ foss 
oppose),f but when comparing vii. 41 and ix. 9 it became 
evident that the +6 on behalf of all those who add is 
probably anti-neutral and in the nature of revision. 
Following ἃ variety of changes of order in the phrase ovderote 
edadnoev ovtas ἀνθρωπος (order of BLNTX Orig Cyr), it is to 

be observed that BLT W 225 229" boh and Cyr Orig drop the 

clause following (against δὲ and the rest) of “ws ovros (λαλει) 
0 avOpwros.” The semitic doublet was objected to. Tischen- 
dorf remarks “ offendebat scripturae prolixitas, hine addita- 
mentum vel in brevius contraxerunt vel totum omiserunt.” 
ἡ κρισις ἡ ἐμὴ αληθινη eoty BDLTXW 33 218 892 Sod° 

Orig 1/2 W-H & Sod txt, against the use of αληθης by the 
others. d and the latins use verwm. Only gat vg® vary with 
justum as δικαία οἷ᾽ Sod%* 541 1250 Hysé 60 [Evan 157 does not 
join Evst 60] Cyr Chr 2/3. Tt does appear as if αληθινη 
were more in the nature of an “improvement”’ than other- 

wise. Why should the rest abandon it? It would have 

been a welcome variation from the use of αληθης above, if 

correct, and certainly not tampered with by all the rest 

including V and Paris”, (Ὁ has adyOewn alone at viii, 14.) 

See under ‘‘ Order.” 
και υμεις ouv @ NKOUGaTE Tapa Tov Tatpos. This (instead of 

...ewpaxare...of the rest), by BCKLX and 8°W 1 (131) [non 

118-209] 4 5 fam 18 [non 124] 15 88 42 68 91 116 122** 145 

213 2995" 249 299 dpiw* and 892 Sod°*?*| P αὶ goth boh aeth™ 

arm Origriuies diserte Cyy [non δὲ rell, non V, non Paris®’, not even 

Laura4 1.4]. This is of course to avoid the difficulty, hence 

against the canon of the “harder” reading to be preferred. 

Hort swallows ἠκούσατε and his margin is silent. Soden acts 

similarly. Clem** is silent, but NDTW Paris” and eleven 

other uncials are not, nor the Latins nor sah nor sy7 sim nor 

Tert, who all witness to ewpaxare and vidistis§ as Tischendorf 

+ Tisch misquotes 4 on the other side. 

$ a =et alii,' for which Soden also quotes 7, but r in Abbott’s edition has plainly 

...st (for est) alii dicebant. Soden’s collator seems to have misread et for ...st. 

§ f only of Latins with goth join B in improving. 
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diligently explained by quoting Apollin™ © in full “ ewpaxevat 
καὶ Tapa Tw πατρι λέγων οὐκ οφθαλμων τινα opacw εδηλωσεν 
ara γνωσεν φυσίκην, ever καὶ εκεινος φασκων εωρακεναι 

Tapa τω TaTpt αὑτων οὐκ oper δηπουθεν εωρακεναι Neyer αλλα 
τη ενοικουσὴ πονηρία..." Yet we persist in receiving Origen’s 
third century “improvement” against this fourth century 
witness diserte and Tertullian earlier. The Oxford edition of 
1910 follows Hort here to its discredit. Will the critics not 
kindly apply Burkitt’s canon at this place also, and see in the 
consentient voice of syr sin and syr pesh pers arab (cu is 
wanting) with the diatessaron (quoting Jno viii. 12/60 in full 
sequence) and all the Latins [but /] with sah georg slav and 
Apollin and Tert a full rebuttal of the “improving” voice of 
Orig and his minions, even with syr hier added to them? 

Here is Hort’s weak note, in ‘Notes on Select Readings,’ 
p. 88: 

“vill. 88. ἃ ἐγω. .. πατρὸς] -“Ιἐγὼ ἃ ἑώρακα παρὰ τῷ πατρί μου 
[ταῦτα] χαλῶ’ καὶ ὑμεῖς οὖν ἃ ἑωράκατε παρὰ τῷ πατρὶ ὑμῶν!- 
Western and, with ὃ twice substituted for ἃ, and ταῦτα 
omitted, Syrian (Gr. Lat. Syr. Aeth.): but aeth omits μου and 

ὑμῶν. For later and better information [von Soden to the 
contrary notwithstanding] cf. Merz pp. 208/212 in the Johannes 
volume, and note (on p. 209) his expression: “‘wnd es ist 

Willkiir zu sagen, B hat iiberall hier das Richtige.” 
Another very important question of “pairs” or more than 
“pairs.” εἰ texva tov Αβρααμ εστε ta epya του Αβρααμ 
moterte. So B* and the vg alone followed by W-H tzt. 
Origen is on both sides, quoting very often. Now most 
authorities, with Hus Epiph Cyr™ Did Bas Cyr4l™ have τε 
and ἐποίειτε, while those who join B for eore, viz. NDLT 
Evst 60, still follow with emore:te, and some have emoverte av. 

The cursives are practically all for τε and emoverte or ἐποιεῖτε 
av. True 604 has ποιείτε, but retains av. Paris has nre and 

emote av. The Coptics and the Versions oppose Β ; syr sin 
appears to support. I hardly think B has preserved the 
“neutral” text. If so, why do sah and boh not follow? It 
looks rather as if B and Origen here were playing a part, for 
Origen knows and gives both readings. The Old Latins, with 
the exception of ff, are against B, while ὃ and Orig add 
utique. 

The matter has no importance in one sense, and yet in 
another it has a very great importance. The record of B as 
exhibited in these pages is not sufficiently good to trust him 
without better support. D and the supporters having ἐστε 
follow with emote. The transition from eore to εποίειτε 
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offends apparently, yet they retain. While ἐστε may therefore 
be basic, ποίειτε seems to be the reverse; τε may indeed be a 

revision, but evovecte rather than ποίειτε appears basic. 
Note.—In case it should be thought that I had gone crazy over 

questions of “pairs,” I would like to exhibit another place in St. John 
quite in the heart of these changes by B, where δὲ indulges in this, in 
order to show that the changes were either premeditate on the part of 
both mss or were influenced by a version. Observe then that at 
John vii. 22 in the clause: οὐχ ote ex Tov μωυσεως εστιν αλλ ex τῶν 
πατερων, an additional ot: is supplied by δὲ after αλλ. This is shared 
by syr οἷν sin, but Not by sah boh, as might have been expected, nor by 
the other versions, and is found in no other Greek or Latin witness. 
My point therefore appears to be well taken that the changes were made 
to “improve.” It is extremely unlikely that such complementary 
expressions should have been removed by any revisor. Why, for 
instance, should Ψ or 892 or Paris” or Laura‘, all derived from a 

similar ms to the parent of δὲ and B, cut out this second ors? Why 

also should they all have ev σαββατω while B with ὃ e r quite alone 

omit εν in this same verse? Do they not preserve the true text as 

against B and δὲ respectively in BOTH places ? 

John 

viii. 51/52. We now come to one of the grossest disfigurements of the 

text in the whole of the narrative perpetrated by B. The 

facts are so clear that Westcott and Hort abandon his 

testimony completely and do not even give the reading a place 

in their margin, although B has the support of Hust 32 and ὁ, 

to which now add Paris”. It is not discussed in Hort’s 

‘Notes on Select Readings,’ for it would have been exceed- 

ingly distressing to him to discuss it. But was it honest to 

pass it by in silence? Let the facts speak for themselves.t 

Burgon omitted to comment on this because Hort and the 

Revision mercifully left the record alone. But in an arraign- 

ment of codex B it is my duty to record the shameful 

mutilation of scripture here, justifying all I have previously 

said of B as to “ pairs’ of expressions. 
In John viii. verse 51 the Saviour says: “Αμην ἀμὴν λέγω 

υμιν ea τις TOV εμον λογον (or Tov λογον τον ἐμὸν Or τὸν λόγον 

pov) τηρηση,θανατον ov μη θεωρηση εἰς τον αἰωνα.᾽ 

In verse 52 the Jews reply: “νυν εγνωκαμεν ote δαιμονιον 
exes. Αβρααμ αἀπεθανεν Kat ot προφηται, Kat συ Aeyels’ εαν τις 

Tov λογον pov (ΟΥ μου τις τον Noyov, ΟΥ̓ τίς μου τον Noyor, ΟΥ̓ 

[83 Orig] τις τὸν ἐμὸν Δογον) τηρηση, οὐ μὴ γευσηται 

Oavarov (εις τον αἰωνα om. D be ὦ ff 1 syr sin).” 

+ Souter also ignores it in his notes to the Oxford edition of the N.T. 1910. 
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In verse 52, however, B calmly substitutes @avarov ov μὴ 

θεωρηση for ov μὴ γευσηται Oavarov, repeating the form of 
verse 51 in order to make no difference in the wording of the 
Jews’ reply to the actual words spoken by our Lord. Evst 32 
does the same, so does 6 latin, and so does Paris” unknown 
to Hort, and a new witness 218 (%) adduced by Soden. 

But this last support only justifies all I have said as to 
such particular cursive testimony not helping B but re- 
accusing his text of an ancient error. No other authority 
changes, for the simple reason (as Hort and the Revisionists 
admit) that the record is perfectly plain that the Jews in 
their excitement repeated the phrase of verse 51 in slightly 
different language. Origen is a witness to this effect, which 
Hort here dared not put aside. Neither Tisch nor Tregelles nor 
Hort nor the Revision nor Souter nor Soden then follow B, 

although it had both Greek and Latin support. If we look 
into the matter still more closely we shall find that syr sin, 
some MSS of pesh (but not diatess) and aeth, while holding 

“shall not taste of death” in verse 52, put taste back into 
verse 51, replacing θεωρηση there by γευσηται, exactly for the 
same purpose of harmonising the records in verses 51 and 52. 
What a clear picture of these critical authorities dealing with 
scripture.t . 
Now such absolutely unpardonable handling of the record 

by B here, raises afresh the whole question of the readings 
of this Ms elsewhere, which Hort asks us to accept in so 
many other places, as does Dr. Souter. The latter in his 
‘Text and Canon’ (p. 103 seg) has this to say of Westcott and 

Hort: “ Their work is held in the highest esteem in all 
civilised countries, and on the foundation they have laid the 

future will do well to build.” But if the foundations are 
insecure, as I claim to have shown in this volume, is it not 

an unfortunate myopia from which Dr. Souter and others are 
suffering? Do they really know B? I cannot believe it 
possible, or Dr. Souter would not write on p. 22 (op. cit.) after 
citing two of the ‘secondary traces here and there in its 
text”: “But such features are like spots in the sun.” 
The features to which I have drawn attention, of this con- 

stant striving for “‘ consistency,” for running the narrative 
in “pairs,” for general lingufistic or grammatical “ niceties” 
or “improvements,” with occasional ‘‘conflations”’ or bold 

Tt The omission of εἰς τον aiwva at the end of verse 52 by Ddbc ff 1 and syr sin is 
not perhaps on the same footing. 
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‘harmonies,’ ἢ culminating in this passage in John viii. 51/52, 
proves something quite different, and it is evident that 
textual theories and a text built upon B are liable to be swept 
away owing to the foundations being quite insecure. As to 
“spots in the sun” they may not perceptibly dim the bright- 
ness of the luminary to eyes some millions of miles away, but 
studied a little more closely they are indications of grave 
danger. These spots on the sun of B have had as 
disastrous an effect on our N.T. studies as have had real 
sunspots on our agricultural situation on many occasions. 

Souter’s simile is unfortunate. Perhaps it is prophetic! 
This matter of harmonising by B in viii. 51/52 is followed so 
closely by another pecaliar matter (viii. 55), see under ‘“‘ Change 
of Case,” that it should be consulted by the student at once. 
There Hort and the R.V. will be found in disagreement, Hort 
following BADW Sod minn® contra™™, while the B.V. 
restores the usual genitive and tacitly accuses Hort’s foundation 
of being wrong. [A somewhat similar case to that of John 
viii. 51/52 may be seen at xvi. 16/17, concerning which note 

Burgon’s remarks in ‘ Causes of Corruption,’ pp. 105/106.] 
See under “ Latin.” 

. Another “pair.” The verse begins ἔλεγον ovv... Later for 
ἄλλοι ἔλεγον, NBDT'W fam 1 fam 18 22 2°* Sod? ὁ dr, sah boh 
syr [non pers] (aeth και), have addor δὲ ἔλεγον, against the great 
majority without copula. jf (Buchanan) is against it, not for 
it, as Tischendorf says from an uncertain phrase of Sabatier. 
Tisch. also errs as to the vulgates by saying “ vg" οὐδ Ὁ 
but only vg=¥ recorded by Wordsworth have a copula. 
Tischendorf claims ten cursives, but none of Matthaei’s or 
Scrivener’s cursives have it, and it seems to be limited to 

fam 1 fam 18 2° and ‘‘Colb” (22, confirmed to me by 
Sanders). Others seem to lack it completely and it does not 
appear in 892 nor in Paris” and only in Soden’s ** of all his 
cursives, but he accepts it openly, although Hort only took it 
into his text in brackets. 
init. απεκριθησαν + ovv NB 2° [teste Sod.] Eust 15 g α 
vg® dim Tisch** W-H [nil mg] only against no copula 
DGLT'UWXII 1 88 al. laté! sah boh arm Cyr, and -Ἐδε the 
rest and Sod tat. 

I would not call attention to this, but that the whole graphic 
narrative, abounding in repetitions, must be examined most 

closely (much more closely than I can do in these few notes 
on ch. ix.) and that in ix. 10, ix. 17, δὲ or B or NB add an ovy 

{ See ante and post under all these heads. 
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which probably does not belong to the text. See also ix. 26. 
The matter is settled as far as 1 am concerned by observing 
that in ix. 27 B alone with aeth and georg adds an ουν after τὶ 
(appearing in Hort’s margin). Observe the variations as to 
ουν, δε, και (NB sah), and the absence of the copula here by 

the mass. 
+70 (ante θαυμαστον) NBLNT'31 [non fam, although Soden 
quotes 118, which Lake specifically denies] 22? 33 397 
Laura*! Sod sah Chr Cyr W-H ἀ Sod txt against 
omission by all others. Why should the others omit if τὸ 
were basic? But this should doubtless be referred to coptic 

(sah χὲ TAI pw Te τεώπηρε, boh xe BAI pw 
TE τζαφηρὴ reproduced by arab alone of later versions. 

Syr has “to wonder” or “mirandum” as ὦ 7, for ‘“‘ mirabile,” 

and Paris” substitutes εθαυμαζον for το θαυμαστον εστιν, While 
all the others with WD and YW hold θαυμαστον “a wonderful 

thing.” 
See under “Order.” In this the following verse, B again 
follows coptic (against δὲ) apparently disliking the position of 
auaptwodwv after ort, which word would hardly have been found 
there if this order were not basic. 

. Another “pair.” See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
. See under ‘‘ Change of Tense.” 
. “outa Se ἐληλύθει o τἡσοὺυς εἰς τὴν κωμὴν αλλ NV εν τω TOTA 

οπου ὑυπηντησεν αὐτω ἡ Μαρθα.᾽ In this quiet and dignified 
sentence, witnessed to by ADLTAAII une al’ min permult 

and syriac, NBCXX? 1 33 213 242 249 Sod*" some Latins 
and boh introduce er: after nv, while F we and sah add it before 

nv. The addition in different positions is suspicious in itself, 
but this has never influenced Hort apparently nor the school 
of Hort, for he and the Oxford edition and Soden diligently 
add it. Yet why should the other school have dropped it? It 
savours distinctly of officious ‘‘improvement.” Observe that 

sah has ANAK ETI mEjare πλεᾶ and 
boh has ANAK NACH ON πὲ Dent Misa. 

Another question of ‘‘ pairs ” in the final clause : 
“λυσατε αὑτὸν καὶ adete avtov vrayeww.” 

BCL Sod 33 157 Paris’ alone of Greeks, copt Orig'. 
Where are the Latins and the Syriacs? All the Latins (except 
1 with its coptic affiliations) and the Syriacs (except hier and 
diatess) are with δὲ and the mass without the second avtov 

against Messrs. Hort and [Soden]. 
It is possible that this is a common error of base, however, 

between B and copt, for it is opposed by W as well as δὲ al. 
It might have occurred from misreading yn in ὑπάγειν after 
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αφεται (for αφετε). Thus in W you find avetatynarein. It 
is important as placing W behind the diatessaron. 

x1. 45. καὶ θεασαμενοι ἃ εποιησεν δὲ and the great majority, with 
Origen six times (and dca 314 a") W-H™? Sod™, but ὃ BC*DA?* 
(also C?** 0 em. onpetov) 1 244 249 Sod14mCN @ goth sah aeth 
W-H*™* Sod’. This seems to be an absolute “improvement ” 
referring to the miracle of the raising of Lazarus. It 
cccurs immediately after verse 44 which recounts the actual 
resurrection, and ὃ is so absolutely natural after θεασάμενοι 
that no one would have changed ὃ here to ἃ, while there is 
every reason to change ἃ to ὃ as do B anda few. W does not 
do it. Here observe Origen absolutely opposed to B’s “ easy” 
reading. Origen, 8, and Tisch prefer the “ harder ” reading. 

In verse 46 following εἰπὸν αὐτοῖς CD 249 397 with M 

Sod™4!mN J ¢ goth aeth repeat ὃ, but NB and most, this time 
keeping with Origen, have & I have no doubt ἃ is right 
in both places. The bohairic shows that criticism of these 
verses was in vogue, for it reverses the whole process, having 
in verse 45 θεασαμενοι ἃ and in verse 46 εἰπὸν avtors ὃ. 

57. ἐντόλας (pro ἐντολὴν) NBIMW fam 1 138 254 7 Paris 2” 

[teste Sod] Sod Orig’, A clear ‘improvement ” adopted 
by Tisch W-H and Soden.t See sub voce “ Indeterminate,” 

after remarks on xi. δά, 
xil. 12. See under “ Solecisms of B.” 

13. Apparently another question of “pairs”: εὐλογημένος o 
ἐρχόμενος εν ονοματὲ κυρίου Kat ὁ βασίλευς του Ἰσραηλ. 

Only NBLQ bok aeth and Orig and the editors Tisch W-H 
and Sodent indulge in this second καὶ o or at any rate they 

alone add the καὶ to make the two parts. Some and sah have 
ὁ before βασιλευς. 

xiii. 18. twas (pro ots) Undoubted correction, thinking to improve. 
It occurs in the phrase eyw (yap) o6a ovs εξελεξαμην, and twas 
is only found in NBCLM 88 157 213 397 Sod 1098 1110 1443 8470 
Origa Cyr adopted by the editors Tisch W-H and Soden.} 
Indeed Orig seems to have a patent on this: ‘‘ twas εξελε- 
ξαμην, οπερ ἀπλουστερον μεν TOLOUTOV EOTL “TLS εστιν EXATTOS ων 

f Imention the three critical editions specifically at these four places to emphasise 
what Burgon said long ago. The critical editors considered and Soden still considers that 
these minority mss are of paramount importance irrespective of the fact that the grouped 
Mss represent hardly more than one tradition. Tocombat this view I am presenting these 

pages. Because Hort supports Tischendorf, and Soden supports Hort, it does not follow 
that they are right. The English Revisers oppose in xiii. 18 and Souter does not give 
the evidence for τινας in his notes! If Souter believed Hort was right it was his duty to 

his readers to give the evidence. Does Souter believe NBCLM 38 157 Orig Cyr and 
Hort to be wrong here? 

2c 
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εξελεξαμην oda.” At first sight τινὰς being the “harder” 
reading might appear justifiable, but it is almost certainly 
editorial. It is contradicted by all others including WY and 
892 Paris’ so much in accord with the group elsewhere. It 
is also contradicted by all the versions. A trace would surely 
remain elsewhere if τίνας were correct. As I plodded over 
document after document I was amazed to find no other trace 
of twas until Soden produced two Sinai codices, two at 
Jerusalem, one at Athos. ‘ ᾿ 

βαψας ουν (pro και εμβαψας) NBCLX 33 213 892 Sod? fam c 

a Orig 2/4 and Cyr with the editors Tisch W-H and Soden 
against the rest.f 

. ἀκολουθεῖν apts (pro ακολουθησαι apts) B(C*). A sheer 

“improvement.” See under ‘‘Change of Tense.” Hort 
follows B alone here. 

. This is another question of “ pairs,” but different from most. 
Here, for (και) amaprt yivwoxete αὐτὸν Kat ewpaxate avTov 

by the great mass supported by all the versions and Tertullian, 
BC* and they alone with W-H‘* [and they are often guilty 
of other tricks together; see many instances in St. John 
elsewhere in these pages and just previously] would suppress 
the second avtov, reading amaptt γινωσκετε avtov καὶ 

ewpaxate. It is a perfectly fair criticism that this is editing, 
even if here it be a question of the suppression of one 
of the ‘‘ pair,” because the place troubled some scribes and 
translators. Thus 33 68 250 d** Hust 47™ 60 and some arm! 
suppress καὶ ewpaxate avtov altogether,t while the slav version 
with ΧΡ (= Sod A‘) suppresses the first avrov, writing 
“Ye knew and ye saw him,” as does the book of Dimma: 
“‘cognoscetis et vidistis eum.’ While r (not reported for 
Tischendorf) and vg? are to be added to the Greeks BC for 

the elision of the final avrov. These authorities should be 
added in Tischendorf’s apparatus. Horner does not give r, 
citing only BC, because unfortunately he does not quote r, 
a very important witness, especially in St. Luke and St. John 
but Soden gives r here. (See beyond again on xiv. 17.) 
Yet another matter of ἃ “ pair.” Instead of ὁ Se marnp ὁ ev 

euot pevov of nearly all Greeks (and a ὁ ἃ f q r foss qui in 
me manet) BLY [negl. Sod. V] Sod*! Orig Aeth Did 
Cyr'st et com elide the second ὁ, reading 6 δὲ πατὴρ ev ἐμοι μενων 
(= no doubt vg with ὃ ὁ # g in me manens). -That this was 

t See footnote on page 385. 
Τ Attributed by von Soden to homoio‘eleuton ! 
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the Alexandrian way, the unusual consensus of Orig Ath Cyr 

with BLY most freely attests. No cursives appear to join 
(except the two new ones of von Soden mentioned above 
which are quite “of the family”’), not even Paris”, and W 
goes with D and the rest against it. But whereas B prefers 
“‘ pairs,” here he seems to dislike the double ὁ on account of 
the de—present in most copies, only absent from a few 
cursives, Had the Se been absent: “ὁ πατήρ 6 ev enor pevov” 
would not have offended, but in 6 δὲ πατὴρ 6 it seems to 

have appeared redundant. The other versions seem clearly 
to have read a second 6. It is not trifling to mention this 
matter, for B shows us four variations in this one verse: 
(8) miotevoes for mectevers with the bohairic alone | boh 
neglected by Soden], (Ὁ) —Aeyw alone, (c)~6 ante ev exor with 
LY and Alexandria as above, and finally (d) wove ta epya 
αὐτοῦ with ND as against ποίει τὰ epya αὐτὸς LX and W 33 
218 Sod" Paris’® Cyr" and αὐτὸς mover ta epya A and the 

rest with Orig Ath Ps-Ath Chr Cyr'*, while 6 and Tert omit 
av7os or αὐτου altogether, and are perhaps basic. 
Now B cannot be right in all four places. Hort neglects 

the first two (a and Ὁ) ‘as errors, but accepts the other two 

(c and d), thus in the last case (d) opposing Alexandria, as 

represented by Orig Ath Cyr, while going with them in the 
third case (c). This is properly in accord with his principle 
that it is B which is “ neutral,” however rough the fourth 
case may seem. But what about the first case (a)? Why 
should we lose the πιστευσεις of B? It is supported by all 
the bohairic. Is it zot neutral ὃ Bat I can assure you that 

there is nothing “neutral” in B. Having written αὐτου 
(= eavrov no doubt) in this verse, he proposes to amend the 

next verse in accordance therewith. Therefore we find B and 
229* (aeth) only writing in verse 11 δια τὰ epya avrtov 
πίστευετε μοι against Ath and Cyr, who with most have dua 
τὰ epya αὐτὰ πίστευετε μοι, whereas Tert 157 and some 

cursives omit αὐτὰ and avrov and have only δια ta epya 
πιστ. which is very possibly basic and both the additions 
of later date, since q 7. and syr arm pers diatess and boh also 

omitavtaand avrov. Hort has avra in his text and accepts the 
avrov of B in his margin; but neither I think are “ neutral” 
or basic. True the sahidic says ‘Believe because of his 
works,” but this does not agree with B, because sah destroys 
the μοι at the end of the sentence (as NDL 33 δέθ.) which B 
holds. B is left absolutely alone with 229* and aeth: ex 
opere ejus credite mihi. 

{Scrivener’s z (sentel) with Paris®’ has tavta for avta, while 

2c2 
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the new Ms W goes with NDL δια τὰ epya avta mot. absque 

μοι fin. | 
The same thing as at xiv. 7 occurs here as to “pairs.” For : 

ott ov Gewper αὐτο οὐδὲ γινωσκει αὐτο, NBW Paris” and 
a dim Lucif W-H™ [nil mg] alone suppress the second αὐτὸ 
against all others, all versions and Did, and as showing 
how the matter affected others, Evan 287 vg™ Auct™** elide 
the first αὐτο (Soden does not notice this) writing quia nov 
videt nec cognoscit ewm, exactly as the slav version with ΧΟ 
and the book of Dimma acted in verse 7! 
This is followed by the elision of the copula δὲ between ὑμεῖς 
and γινώσκετε auto by NBQW 346 a Paris” Sod® a ὃ sah 
boh*4 Lucif Auct™*t W-H d& Sod tat only, after the coptic 
manner [Sod neglects the coptic witness and adds VY (against 
Lake)], again not only against the mass and the versions, but 
against Did Cyr®e and Cyr4l. 
And again in this verse another “pair” of expressions is 
involved. Most Mss have μένει and eora: (oT: παρ υμιν μένεε 

καὶ ev ὑμιν eotrat), Some read pevet=g vg arm Nonn 

(μενέει) and sah [non boh]. It is clear that B understood 
μένει [it is so accented in B to-day] for he follows. it with 
eatev for eotaz alone of the uncials with D* (corrected by 

D*) W end a few cursives (1 Sod" [non fam] 22 69 [non fam] 
251 254 291 2P° Sod'* 44) and it?! syr goth Lucif W-H** 
Sod™, but in view of B’s record which I think I have 

fairly exhibited in the previous pages, it is not absolutely 
certain that we can accept ἐστὶν as original. εσται is difficult 
enough in all conscience following vpes γινώσκετε avo, but 
if μενεῖ was intended, εσται would be in order. Sah actually 
reads ‘‘ Ye, ye know him because he will remain with you and 
he will be in you.” Paris®’ here reads εσται and does not go 
with B, but W does so. 

. Now comes a fitting and most lovely specimen of the manipu- 
lation of voices to obtain a perfect “ pair,” which is not only 
an illustration of what we have contended for, but operates as 

a climax to all that has gone before. 
In the verse azexpi@n (0) tnoous καὶ εἶπεν αὐτω " εαν τις ἀγαπᾶ με, TOV 

λογον μου τηρησει καὶ O πατὴρ μου ἀγαπησει αὐὑτον, καὶ προς αὐτον 

ελευσομεθα καὶ μονὴν Tap αὐτω ποιήσομεν, nothing ‘virtually is 
changed [except by D, vide infra] until we reach the last word. Here 
instead of ποιήσομεν (Or ποιησωμεν) we are offered ποιησομεθα by 

NBLXWIP 1 Sod*** [non fam] fam 13 [non 124] 33 218 249 254 2P¢ Paris” 
Sod'*** *m°X, This group is practically one, as our presentation of evidence 
elsewhere will show. They offer us then in the final clause the very allite- 
rative sentence: “καὶ πρὸς αὑτὸν ελευσομεθα καὶ μονὴν Tap avTo 
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ποιησομεθα." May I ask on what grounds any “revision” would 
have desired to displace the middle (given the sense) by the active voice 

here and so to destroy the alliterative assonance? If ποιησομεθα had 
been basic, who would have wished to change it to ποιησομεν ?+ On the 

other hand, our repeated exhibition of the views entertained as to “‘ pairs” 
by this very group, headed by B, is most illuminating as to the practical 
certainty that the B group base changed ποιήσομεν to ποιησομεθα. And 

the proof is not far to seek. 
How do the Fathers stand? For they surely represent other codices 

long since perished which have not reached us but which are cceval with 
or anterior to the date of B. It is observed that Origen is on both sides, 

but with a large preponderance for ποιησομεθα. Athanasius is on both sides, 
Didymus is on both sides, Epiphanius is on both sides, while Eusebius 

Marc and Cyril, the latter only quoting once, remain on the side of B. 
Hence ποιήσομεθα in the fifth century was standardized in Alexandria on 
the evidence of Cyril, but in the third and fourth centuries the Patrist'c 

evidence wavers. What was the reason? The reason appears self- 

evident on its face. Consult Tischendorf’s exhibit at this place, and one 
cannot help realizing that while codices used by Origen, Athanasius and 
Didymus surely exhibited ποιήσομεν, in quoting either from memory or 
from other (manipulated) codices, these Fathers fell very naturally into 

the course of following εἐλευσομεθα by ποιησομεθα. Not that ποιησομεθα 

was basic, but that it was tuneful, assonant, and admirably fitted the 

sense ‘and we ourselves will make abode with him,” and hence followed 

by all three critical editors, Tischendorf Hort and von Soden. I cannot 
conceive it possible that ‘revision’ changed ποιησομεθα to ποιησομεν. 
What does the jury say? And what is the secret then of the middle 

voice employed here ? 
In summing up for them I must not omit to draw their attention to 

the sahidic version: Aww MAEIWT TAEPITY ACW THK 
MApo NTHTALIO NAN NOTRA πε QASTKE- 

Whether the sahidic sam—‘‘ us "—be the source or the reflection t 

of the B group base, it is most noteworthy. Horner translates : 
And my Father will love him, and we come unto him, and make FOR 

us an abiding place with him. Therefore, although the future tense is 
not emphasised, the middle voice is emphasised, and we are to read as 

+ Soden adds only 218 Sod? but also his commentary families Κι and N, and 
excepts from his H family ¥A and 8°, This is interesting as bringing against each 
other 218 (his ™) and his $871, as above concerning fam 1 and fam 18, and in emphasising 
the commentary support. Soden adopts ποιησομεθα in his text, just as his critical pre- 
decessors had done, but that does not give us the “true text.” Sod has ποιήσομεν. 

¢ As to B and sak consider most carefully in this connection the passages under 
Coptic previously tabulated at iv. 16, vii. 8, xii. 16, all of the same character ; also vii. 40, 

viii, 28, ix, 11 27, and especially vii. 34, x, 22, xi, 27. 
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from an original ποιίουμεν ἡμᾶς. ΟΥ̓ μὲν, sak.supplying nau or equating 

ποιουμεθα. (Cf. John y. 18 ἐσὸν eavtov ποίων τω θεω. Sah renders 

ECL “3:06, LEIT TNoeTE, bok : aeeyien 42.406]. ifetcoc 
sexe df). 

In Egypt then John xiv, 23 y was read mith, emphasis on ποιησομεθα 
or ποίουμεθα, Which does not imply-that the-real ‘‘ neutral”. base was this, 
but that in translation it assumed this foree and possibly. reacted. on the 

Greek. It did not react sufficiently to change the Greek. tense, and on 
the other hand the Greek did.not act on. sah ere to force aaa 
retention of the future tense. 

My good friend Macarius of Egypt comes: once more to help us out 
here. He quotes four times. In. hom" he has ποεησομεν. In 
hom****" he mixes 21/23: καθως Neyer ott εμφανισω αὐτω εμαυτον 
καὶ μονὴν Tap avtw ποιήσω (just as D ποιησομαι with e syr cu 

pers), but Macar® “""** is very clear, separating 21/23, and quoting 23: 
€y@ καὶ ο πατὴρ ἐλευσομεθα καὶ povny Tap avtw ποιησομεν. Again 
Macar®* rate ments ig just as positive .although slightly varying the 
beginning. He writes thus there...«az ο Kupios: ἐλευσομεθα eyw τε καὶ o 
πατήρ μου και μονὴν Tap αὐτὼ ποιησομεν. 

This is brilliant side-testimony contemporary with the oldest ccdices 
which oppose with ποιησομεθα. And if Macarius was not influenced 
by the nas of the Coptic,.I think we may rest fully assured that 
ποιησομεν (and not ποιησομεθα) is the basic text, and was changed to 
ποιησομεθα by the family of codices under indictment. 

My friends of the Opposition will find it hard to debate this question 

against Macarius. The jury will-not lightly put aside his triple sworn 
testimony. If then the jury is satisfied with my new: witness (whom 
Tischendorf did not bring into Court) I see no outlet but for a favourable 
decision at their hands on this and on the similar and cognate counts 
which are sub judicibus. 

Notwithstanding Macarius’ testimony and that of the mass, and not- 
withstanding all I have said above, I have no doubt that. critical editors 
will retain rorncopeOa till the end of time because it is.such a 
“6000 "ἢ reating | And that tells the usual tale of preferences versus 
scientific princip’es. 

The usual’ intimate relations of. the latin. ΜΒ ¢ to the Coptic are. 
however maintained here; for ὁ alone writes “ apud eum manemus” (cf. 
slav goth and saz), for ‘‘ aput eum manebimus’”’ of a, which Mss do not, 

like the vulgate and z¢'*", use the literal ‘‘mansionem apud ewm faciemus.”” 
[Note. D*® substitutes ἐλευσομαε and ποιήσομαι with only ὦ ὁ 

veniam...faciam, supported by syr cu and pers, but not syr sin nor any, 
other. The adhesion of pers is interesting as making this change on the 
part of D securely attributable to syriac influences, but otherwise 
apparently not seriously basic, and influenced from half the clause at verse 
21 previously]. 
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Another very distinct “ pair.” 
Instead of εαν yap un ἀπελθω,ο παρακλητος οὐκ eXevceETas 

προς vas, BLY (33?) Laura’! Chr, but these alone, sub- 

stitute ov μη edOn for ove ἐλεύσεται, reading : 
εαν yap μη aTEXROw, ο παράκλητος ov μη EXON προς υμας. 

Comment is unnecessary, but Hort swallows it whole (without 

marginal alternative, Soden only has it in his margin), while 
the Oxford edition of 1910 disallows it and returns to οὐκ 
ἐλευσεται (with Soden) but without a word in the margin or 

in Souter’s notes. [The mass and Paris” are with the 
Revisers against Hort. Both Cyrils and Did Thdt are observed 
to improvise with ov μὴ epxetat, as some versions. } 

(Obs. the Ms 33 in verse 10 substituting wopevouaz for vrayw 
alone with 7 wv" Sod™ Chrt because of πορευθω in verse 7 

above, and the secret of ‘‘ accommodation ” is laid very bare.) 

7. See in ‘ Causes of Corruption,’ by Burgon, pp. 105/106. 
22. apes (pro ape) BD*l W-H™ Sod™ [non minn vid] ἐρεῖ N. 

See under ‘‘Change of Tense” for Latin evidence, but the idea. 

of B (with copt) is apparently again a question of harmonising 

pairs or triplets and by a change of a letter (not writing a:pyce) 
he makes a harmony of παλιν Se o omar ὑμᾶς, και Yapyoetac 
υμων ἡ καρδια, Kat THY Xap ὑμων overs apeEt ad’ υμων. 

καθως Kar ἡμεῖς (pro καθως npes) B*MSUYII? Sod min™ 
St 9 gat vg syr hier 1/2 arm Ath [against Cyril]. The group is 
feeble and savours very much of improvement: “wa wow ἑν 
καθὼς (+a) ques.” NDW[Soden misquotes W on the other 

side]¥ and all the rest and the versions oppose B and this 
small company. (Syr sin with a bce ff r omits the whole of 
the last clause in verse 11 from w δεδωκας μοι to the end). I 

should like to know however upon what principles Hort and 
Soden refuse to take up this addition of καὶ by B supported by 

five other uncials and Ath. 
W 33 al’ et Sod"-° add after ev καθὼς ἡμεῖς tev ἐσμεν. (fer 

X Sod? 213). 
2, See under ‘ Coptic.” In order to support ὦ for ous, approxi- 

mately the same authorities add καὶ before εφυλαξα. This is 
a much less difficult place to adjudicate than many, and seems 
to me to be very clear manipulation. In verse 11 we have: 
TAaTEp αγιε THPNTOV αὑτοὺς εν TW OVOMLATL TOV ᾧ δεδωκας μοι. 
But in verse 12: ote ἡμὴν μετ αὐτων (εν τω κΚοσμω) ἐγὼ ετηροῦυν 

αὐτοὺς εἶ τω ονοματι cov ods δεδωκας μοι εφυλαξα, και 

οὐδεὶς εξ αυτων απωλετο... 

t Tischendorf neglects Scrivener’s codices and Chrysostom (but see Matthaei 
ad Ice.). 
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The latter is manipulated to...eyw ετηρουν αὑτοὺς ev τῷ 

ονοματι @ δεδωκας μοι καὶ egudata... by BCLW 7 (0) 88 64 

Paris” sah arm syr hier Cyr W-H [nil mg] non Soden. As to 

boh while giving ¢ it does not have καὶ before εφυλαξα, while 

ἃ Hil, who hold ofs,.add καὶ before εφυλαξα. The presence 

of Cyr in the combination shows that it remained an Alez- 

andrian tradition until his time. δὲ hesitatingly writes: ore 

ἡμὴν μετ αὐτων εγω ETNPOYY αὐτοὺς EV τῶ ονομᾶτι Κ σου και 

᾿εφυλασσον και ovdis εξ avtwv ἀπωλετο... N* omits ὦ δεδωκας 

pot with syr sin; N° inserts, with o for w (as Evan 7 and sah 

Joh), and modifies καὶ εφυλασσον [Male Sod de ἃ r cum δὲ" 

to και εφυλαξα retaining και. 

The Syriacs and Latins grouped are against this interpreta- 

tion in verse 12. In verse 11 syr sin and the majority of ἐέ 

omit the last clause involving ὦ δεδωκας μοι wa wow ev καϑως 

nets. 

πιστευη (pro πιστευσὴ N*BC*W Sod*[non αἰ. Clem Eus 

Tisch W-H, against the rest and against Orig Ath Cyr and 

Sod‘, See under “Change of Tense.” This is probably 

“improvement” to agree with the form of πιστευοντῶν in 

verse 20. If so, it is another rather forced pair. πιστευσὴ 

is undoubtedly right. 
wa wow ἕν καθως ἡμεῖς & 80 (N)BC*DLW 1 [non fam] 33 

397 (Paris”) ἃ 6 syr hier sin aeth Clem Hipp Eus 2/4 Cyr 2/3 — 

W-H & Sod txt suppressing ἐσμεν. This may possibly be 

basic, but δὲ and Paris’ are observed to manipulate a little 

further, which is suspicious. S and Paris” write: wa wow 

ἐν καθως ἡμεῖς suppressing the final é as well as ἐσμεν, while 

Chr suppresses the whole clause. 

a'™ adds και before ἡμεῖς and P'“ omits ἡμεῖς. cinverts : sicut 

sumus nos unum. [Soden neglects this testimony]. The 
Coptics retain the verb. All this points to a rather equivocal 
position for the minority, although ἐσμεν may be an addition. 
Observe that the testimony of Hus and Cyr is on both sides. 
Τ fear that we must once more accuse B of an “improving” 
tendency here. Among the following varieties B has only the 
countenance of his friend LL and of W, yet Hort and Soden 

follow suit. ; 
εἰ μη ἣν ουτος Kaxov ποιησας N* cf. syr sah pers|e mali aliquid 
yy yy κακὸν ποων BUNWW-HéSod) . faciens 
προ», KAKO ποίων C*Y 88 Evst 68 a (r) male faciens 

,., K@KOTrOLOS AN Gr? Sod et Paris” Laté pl 
(malefactor) verss Hus Chr Cyr. 

It does not look favourable for B when Cyr is against him 
in such a place, and when even δὲ changes the tense (rather 

yr ν᾽ 
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John 
happily here although Tisch abandons δὲ" and goes with 
N°BLW and W-H Sod), and when Ath improvises (<axovpyos), 

and Nonnus paraphrases unnecessarily with e μὴ eyv τέλεσας 
agdatov xaxov. It shows a little too much consideration of the 
passage. None of Matthaei’s or Scrivener’s or Soden’s cursives 
know anything of any variation nor does Paris” so close to NB 

hereabouts. 
Xvili. 84. απο σεαυτον av τουτο Reyes BC*LNY Paris” Cyr 

W-H ὦ Sod tat (Chr απο cavtov...) 

απο GEAVTOV TOVTO ELTTAS x 

All the rest including W and all reported cursives (but 
Paris”) have af eavtov... followed by Tischendor/. 

Surely, surely, if ad eavrov were the revision, a trace of aro 
σεαυτου would remain in some cursives. δὲ has an excuse for 
revising because his text (with ΤῊ and some cursives) lacks 

συ, but with BCLNY and Cyr it seems to be a case of pure 

revision. 
xix. 26. We have been quite a while without an example of a “ pair.” 

But the opportunity offers and B avails itself of it. We read 
Inaovs ουν (or δε) ἐδων την μητερα Kat τον μαθητὴν TApETTOTA 

ον γᾶπα λέγει TN μητρι AUTOV.... 

Here NBLXWY 1 22 138 2°* ῬΑ Sod!" δι b e arm Cyr 

W-H ὦ Sod suppress avtov against all others and against 
Origen. The reason seems to be because in the first part of 
the verse ἰδων τὴν pntepa is without αὐτου, therefore αὐτοῦ 

should be absent on the second occasion. For a similar 
reason the latins ac x and most versions (but absolutely no 
Greeks but Q and Sod now first adduced by von Soden) 
supply αὐτου after τὴν prepa in the first place. My critics 
will please observe the advent of Ὁ and Sod” and the 
company which they keep. 

29. +rov (ante o€ovs secund.) BLWY Sod 1 33 138 2”* and 

N° with the Georgian version, but these only followed by IV-H 
and Soden. It seems to be a sheer ‘‘improvement” em- 
phasising the matter upon the second mention of the vinegar: 
“σκεῦος exerto οξους μεστον ᾿ σπογγον ουν μεστον του ofous... 

It is in reality another question of the consideration given to 
“pairs.” (Soden says “καὶ 1 τοῦ H**,” but Schmidtke’s 

edition says nothing of the kind, printing μεστὸν ofovs without 
του and without any καὶ). 

xx. 6 init. epyerar ουν καὶ Σίμων ἸΙετρος tBLX et NT°W 33 56- 
58-61 397 Sod*! vg®™ IV-H ὦ Sod trt. 

ἡ Wordsworth omits Β΄", and does not record that r (which he mentions) reads 

exactly with the coptics autem et and not ergo et as vg®M, 
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(a) and arm substitute καὶ for ovv, but none add exactly as 

the above (except vg®“) besides the sah and boh versions 
which have epyera: δὲ καὶ as 7 alone of the Latins, so that 
I cannot place it exactly under “Coptic” or ‘‘Coptic and 
Latin.”- It seems to be undoubtedly an “ improving” 
accretion in common with sah boh and could not have been 
dropped by all the others if basic. Syr pesh and sin (now 
available again) have Se without καὶ as the latin fragment v. ft 
The coptics preserve this Ae but add ew (boh), Qww¢ 

on (sah). This ewe, and not on simply, implies improve- 

ment to the narrative and equates etiam ipse as to Peter. 
Hence it is an accretion in sah boh which overflowed to 

- BLXW. The others ignore it, including Ψ and Paris® and 
Cyril (Pers and Georg have no copula at all). 

xx. 13. I cannot let this little matter pass without remark. The text 
rans with great simplicity :— 
“καὶ λεγουσιν αὐτὴ εκεινοι * γυναι, τι KAaLELS ; λέγει αὐτοῖς * OTL 

npay τον κύριον μου Kat οὐκ οιἰδα που εθηκαν avtov.” 
Two slight changes of the same nature are here made respectively 

by δὲ and Β. 
δὲ elides the initial «az, alone of Greeks (with 397 [Sod*]) and against 

the weight of evidence, but in the coptic manner with sah syr sin pers 
and some Old Latins. Not 80. Β. 

B, on the other hand, alone of Greeks, ADDS καὶ as an introduction 
before the woman’s reply, reading καὶ λέγει αὑτοῖς. oT npav.... 

This seems ἃ small matter, but it is really of the utmost importance. 
At such a place an examination of the versions is immensely profitable. 
First then how do the Latins stand? None add any copula in the second 
place, but the reviser of g shows what he thought about it by improvising 
“quae dixit” alone of Latins for dicit eis, actually suppressing αὐτοῖς as 
Eus™ when reporting the matter ‘7 δὲ ee” supplying an autem. Has 
B then no support from sah boh syr? No, none at all. They do not 
provide a copula, and pers beautifully says εἰπεν without αὐτοῖς. When 
our investigation reaches aeth and arab they follow B’s intuition and add 
with him a καὶ. Turn now to georg and the later saz and they also 
find it necessary to add something. But they add Tunc. 

‘When Dean Burgon characterised δὲ and B as “ two false witnesses ” 
was he so very far wrong? Is the evidence at this place not absolutely 
conclusive of the non-neutral character of their thinking process ? 

[In this conversation much more may be learned. Observe & in 
verses 15 and 16 again. ] 

t Correct von Soden astorandv. rreads autem et but Ὁ only autem. Therefore 
substitute v for r in Soden’s apparatus under “om. xa:'.” 
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σπου noav ot μαθηται (-- συνηγμενο) N*ABDIWA* 44" 95 

122* 246* k&™ oXT* Sod'’# 83 Tambo in Sinai] a? dq μ dim 

gat aur vgg 1/2 Vigil Taps syr pesh sin et W-H. 
This aggregation may look strong, but we miss the usual 

supporting cursives for such an omission, if basic. We miss 
LXW among the Greek uncials, while syr hier sah boh aeth 
arm georg slav (hiat goth) all have συνηγμενοι with Eus Cyr** 
and beef fg r ὃ of the Latins. 

The followers of Hort are requested to place συνήγμενοι in 
the margin. Soden retains it in his text! 

It is not as if B were not given to ‘improvement.’ In the 

very next verse we have another “ pair”: 
. καὶ Tas χειρας καὶ τὴν Trevpav by BA apparently quite 

alone, where the first καὶ has been inserted to ‘‘rhyme” with 
καὶ τὴν πλευραν. No others do it, not W nor L nor WV nor a 

single minuscule, nor can Soden produce one new witness 
among all his sympathetic codices. No Latins do it, no other 
version reflects it, yet Hort calmly includes it in his text with- 
out a syllable in the margin to indicate that only two mss out 

of thousands read thus. The Oxford edition of 1910 rejects it 
without comment. But if ever anything were deliberate and 
not “ unconscious ἢ (as Hort says) on the part of B, this small 

matter is an example of deliberation. And observe that Hort 
rejected the reading of B above at xx. 13. He takes the καὲ 
here because A (alone) supports. Can foolishness go further? 
aveBn B etc., or eve8n NUWY, - ουν NBCLNXII?WY Sod’? 

1 [non fam] 22 33 91 138 239 2° Lauras! Sod®) 4 M9 yp yg 
boh sah syr hier Cyr (and c vg” slav tunc adscendit, syr pesh 

sin aeth et adscendit). 

This is against D and the other twelve uncials plus II*, all 
the other minn, all the Latins except c, arm georg and pers, 

and looks very niuch like an addition to improve the sense. 
Notwithstanding the imposing array for +ovv I challenge it, 
and when the supporting testimony is analysed it proves to be 

weak, and not homogeneous. 
τουτον + οὖν NBCD [non Sod] 33 it vg boh sah Orig Anast 

Cyr W-H & [Sod]. 
{ However in various endeavours elsewhere, in between these 

places, to be graphic in this chapter, the matter of copulas is 
manipulated by many of our documents, and it would not be 
wise to be didactic as to any of the numerous changes which 
follow. ] 
οὐκ εἰπεν δὲ (pro καὶ ove εἰπε NBCW 88 Sod®® ¢ boh 10/20 
sah 2/3 syr pesh hier sin verss al. alig. Orig Cyr Chro™ ™4 
W-H [non Sod] (Om. copul. sah 1/3 boh 10/20 [hos περὶ. Sod.]). 



396 

John 

xxi. 24, 

iv, 46. 

CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

This is distinctly what one would expect. ‘This word then 
went abroad among the brethren that that disciple would not 
die; but Jesus did not say...” 

whereas the majority of Greeks, with the Latins, arm, and 
aeth [but the latter is negligible] say καὶ οὐκ ecmev, which 
seems far less natural. But that is just the point. If δὲ 
were basic, who would ever have thought of changing to 
xat? Clearly, we end as we began, with a charge against 
the B group—whatever its subsidiary company may be—of 
manipulation of the record. The translator of pers saw so 
clearly how the sentence should run, to convey its full sense, 
that, going beyond the syriac, he says: ‘“haud (tamen) quod 
non moriturus esset, dixit (Jesus), SED si velim...” bringing 
the sed in very late. As Malan translates: ‘ though he did 
not say that he may not die, but if I wish...” 

I do not fear to be accused of straining a point (and observe 
that Tischendorf and Soden reject the SBCW group here in 
verse 23), because in the very next verse B doctors the 

record by adding καὶ (see under “‘ Solecisms”’) and generally 
shows @ desire in this chapter to emphasise matters. Because 
Cyril joins B and the new ms W (the complete group for 6 
καὶ μαρτυρων is now BW Cyr [Soden adds Qp]) it does not 
mend matters. The very same point appealed to a small 
minority of late Latins, who add ille and write ‘“‘ Hic est 
discipulus lle qui testimonium....” 

Change without Improvement. 

ev Kava (pro εἰς τὴν kavav) BN soli.t Is this neutral? Is 

it? I insist upon an answer, for it is either deliberate or the 
grossest kind of carelessness. It is not “neutral” apparently 
for Hort and the Oxford edition and Soden cast it out of their 
texts, nor could they do otherwise. Well, then it fulfils the 

other alternative of rank carelessness; but what kind of care- 

lessness? Evidently from a concurrent version. It is in the 
original Greek an instance of the accusative of motion after 
λθεν. The verse opens: ἤλθεν ουν παλιν εἰς THY Kava. 

Kava being treated as indeclinable the Latins say in Cana, but 
the Coptics erKanad (to the Cana). ὃὲ however declines 

it and avoids any chance of difficulty by writing εἰς τὴν καναν 
(cf. some vgg). B, unless he was somnolent while looking 

t Soden reports 348 (his ™) for εἰς xava {-- την), and further adds in support of B for 
εν kava ΧΡ (his A‘) and Sod'* 8 the former at Sinai, the latter now at Athos, but both 
largely sharing version influence elsewhere, as does 348 most distinctly and a real 
adherent of the B family. 
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aot at the Coptic, must have written it in from the Latin, as 

probably N. At any rate it is not only at the opposite pole 
to a “neutral” reading, but it shows carelessness due to ὦ 
sight of a version. Many things have previously tended in 
this direction. Must I go further than this to prove my point? 
The critics certainly cannot fall back here on a joint common 
Greek base being responsible for readings visible in B and 
Coptic, or B and Latin, as they are never tired of dinning into 

my ears, and trying to make me appear over-ingenious or 
foolish. If the said imaginary lost Greek base influenced B 
why do the editors not adopt the reading? 

One word more. In verse 47 (following) B, with NCLT° 
and DW with frag gr-copt (graeco) Crum-Ken, 33 69 [non 
fam] 213 314 892 Sod'® [non Paris] only of Greeks and a ὦ e 
ig foss Orig, writes καὶ npwra sine avrov with W-H Sod txt 
(against all the rest of the Greeks, the Syriaes, the Coptics 
and Aethiopic, which have avrov). Hence it was a Graeco- 
Latin which doubtless misled B in verse 46. 

In verse 50 again B with only NDW Sod'?** 587 sah ¢ dL 
vg Cyr W-H & Soden writes επιστευσεν without a copula, 
against all the rest καὶ ewtor. and LT” 213 314 892 s emer. 
δε. Although this style is Coptic, none but two boh codices 
suppress the copula here. It is again Latin or Sahidic 
influence. 

vi. 23. BNW only of uncials and 71 127 with ten other cursives and 
a dozen more of Soden add τῆς before Τιβερίαδος. Τὺ does not 

seem to be called for nor do Tischendorf or Hort or Soden 
insert the article. Why not? Is B’s “underlying Greek 
text’ not basic here, supported as it is by NW and a score of 

cursives ? 
xiii. 18. The whole spirit of the Gospels is lost on B and on his 

frequent consorts Cli. Here is a case. For: “αλλ wa ἢ 
γραφὴ πληρωθη " ο τρωγων μετ εμου TOV apTov επηρεν (ΟΥ̓ 

ἐπήηρκεν) em εμε τὴν πτερναν αὐτου ᾽ of practically all authorities, 
BCL and four cursives (127* 249 b** 892) 7 vg™ [against all 

Latins and Tert] aeth sah [non boh] Eus®™ [but not Lus*™| 
Cyre™ [but not Cyr**] Origen ee [but against himself close 
by elsewhere] read μον tov aprov, apparently straining after 
the language of Psa. xl. 10 καὶ yap 0 avOpwrros τῆς εἰρηνης μον 
ef ov ελπισα, 0 εἐσθιων αρτους μου εμεγᾶλυνεν eT epe 

πτερνισμον. But our Lord did not say “as it is written ” 
but “‘in order that the scripture might be fulfilled,” and if he 

+ plus 218 (Sod) Sod™10 181 M43 fam CN (and Soden tat euov without per’, evidently an 
error for pov (see his note “ per ἐμου 1 μου ete.”})}. 
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chose to utter prophetic words, or John wrote down a wording 
agreeing with the fulfilment of the prophecy; would not BCL 
Orig have done well to hold to it and not to turn up the 
Psalm for “control.” As a matter of fact B bungles another 
matter, for he (and he alone) writes ewe for ew eve in the second 

clause, against the language of the Psalm. I fear Origen is 

implicated in the first: misquotation, for he (once) is against 
himself (thrice) for per ἐμου with: ND wne!* and WY all 
minuscules (but those named), and Paris” ἐξ vg Eust™ 

Chrvs Cyr*t Thdt* and all versions but aeth sah. In the 
Latin, mecum panem-might easily have become meum panem 
with some, but it has not. Only vg™ (possibly vg) have this, 
while 4 has mecum panem mewm as E* and four boh mss. 
I cannot enter this under Coptic, for bok so positively opposes 
sah which goes with BCL. It must remain a lamentable 
exhibition οὗ a non-neutral text, which Hort has foisted on 

to us, printing the sentence in capital letters as a quotation, 
which. it is not (for it does not even say “‘ that the scripture 
may be fulfilled which saith,” but merely “that the scripture 
may be fulfilled”), and failing to see the beauty of the 
application of the words to its fulfilment. Hort has no 
marginal alternative and‘ no note in ‘ Select Readings,’ but 

Souter does not feel perfectly happy about his master’s 
wonderful methods here. While his Oxford edition of the 
R.V. keeps pov in the text it gives us not only per ἐμου in 
the margin, but Souter jots down the evidence besides in his 
‘note. Will he please observe now that while 892 goes with 
B, which he forgot to note (covering the three mss by “al. 
pauc.’’) that W and Paris” oppose, as well as aban And 
will Soden please to note that his text “ezov” is without Ms 
support. 

(The only authbeity to strive after verbal conformity to the 
LXX is e, which has adampliauit = ἐμεγαλυνεν for the ἐπηρεν 
or εἐπηρκεν of the rest. This Tischendorf does not mention 
‘nor Soden.) 

In a case of this kind the aagHording cursives should be 
carefully examined. He should not say “min pauc” but 
specify them. Sometimes a mized band of cursives} join 
δὲ or B for a reading in which some common change is judged 
desirable, or is the result of a common error, but this lot, 
127 249 892 δ, is not. a common lot. In fact the only 

+ This is another point which Soden does not appreciate, for he omits cursives 
reported by Mill, Wetstein and the older collators even when B has no other support but 
that of these. 
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semi-outsider is b“". The other three have definite affiliations 

with the B stem and the B traditions. They have weight 

merely as confirming that B or the prototype of B read thus. 

They do not represent a separate line. 127 is a very critical 

codex (sometimes alone with Origen), 249 excessively so, and 

892 is about as close a late document as we can get to B. 

Soden’s added Mss will also bear investigation. 
Observe next that when Hort prints this as a quotation in 

capitals, following the form of BCL, it does not yet agree 
with the LXX, the printed text of which (exactly as in B’s 

own Old Testament volume) has aprovs μον and not μου tov 

aptov, so that it should not be dignified with capitals. 
Another point remains to be noted. The LXX quotation 

closes ‘ew eve πτερνισμον᾽ as against ‘er ἐμὲ τὴν πτερνᾶν 

avtov. Where was 33 above? Absent from the B ranks. 
But here, with 69 [non fam] 71 248 253 259 7°* Sod*"* and 
Origen 1/4 Eus?™ it suppresses τὴν before πτερναν to get as 
near the O.T, quotation as it can. The testimony therefore of 

88 here is important against B in the previous matter. Finally 
the Chr codices vary much among themselves, some following 
the LXX for πτερνίσμον, showing how all turned up the 
passage for control. Yet none but BCL, those cursives named, 
aeth sah, one latin codex, Hort, Soden and the Oxford edition 

propose to mutilate the N.T. record. 
xvi. 18, Similarly B is implicated with all other Greeks (axovce: or 

axovon) in apparently changing the axover of NL [negl. Sod 
L] 33 Ath 1/2 Cyr 1/2 ὃ el foss Ambr 1/2 slav goth sax; as 
Tisch says “‘offendebat axovec et propter λαλησει mutandum 

videbatur.’ One boh Ms and aeth georg have the past tense 

nxouce, Which here properly ranks with the present as against 
the future. Of course it is possible to argue from a doctrinal 
point of view that the more authoritative present tense in 
speaking of the Third Person of the Trinity has been put in by 
NL 33, but no one of these ss is given to this kind of thing, 

and it may well be basic, particularly as b supports. I have 

great confidence in ὃ in cases of this kind.{ Compare the 

+ Observe 127 at xiv. 26/27 -Ἐ ἐγὼ with BL alone, and note 249 in countless places. 
Φ Observe in xvi. 18 the “ shorter text” in NDW fam 1 fam 18 al. pauc. and Paris” 

ofi—6 deyer with ba def syr hier arm sah georg, whereas B with the lonely company 
of 213 897 aeth omits τε Aade: at the end of the verse, which Hort proceeds to place in 
square brackets, leaving the previous o Aeye: to stand. What kind of “ neutral ” is this 
with only these in support? The Oxford edition removes the square bracket and scouts 
the idea of B's “ neutrality.” Another sunstroke of B, no doubt. Soden produces the 
two cursive witnesses named, viz. 218 and 897. Observe them elsewhere with B. But 
Soden does not remove τὶ λάλει on their added authority, recognising that they are of 

one plumage. 
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amplification in verse 15 δια τοῦτο εἰπὸν ott ex Tov ἐμοῦ 
λαμβάνει (corresponding to ἀκούει) καὶ dvayyeret υμιν 

by Β and the mass. 
(δὲ lacks all verse 15 from an error of homoioteleuton ; N° 

has λημψεται and ἀαναγγελλει). 
expavyacav λέγοντες (pro expavyatov rey. vel expatov dey.) 

- BD™¥ 33 131 157 249 435 604 al. alig. et Sod" e¢ a. 
Westcott and Hort adopt this change of tense although 

λέγοντες follows, and they do it against the vast majority and 
against Cyr (expafov) and against Origen (expavyafov). Wiser 

far are the Revisers who recall expafov Aeyovtes, and Soden _ 

with expavyatov λέγοντες. 
N has ἔλεγον for exp. λεγοντες and Paris” expavyatov without 

λέγοντες, and 71 expafoy without λέγοντες, none apparenily 

expavyacay without λέγοντες. 
evypa (pro μιγμαὴὺ N*BW soli (6 malagmam). δὲς corrects 
this. It cannot be right, although Hort has to adopt it in his 
text. B then substitutes a roll for a mixture. (With and W 
the case is not quite the same; see below). And 6 adopts a 
kind of half-way house with malagmam for mizturam. As to 
μίγμα it is itself an ἅπαξ rey. in the N.T.: ἐλέγμα does not 

occur at all, and forms of ἐλέσσω only twice (Heb. i. 12 ελέξεις, 
Rev. vi. 14 edcocopevor). A few Mss read σμέγμα, but Soden 
cannot find any additional testimony for ἐλέγμα. 
Now, while B alone has φερὼν ἔλεγμα, δὲ and W have 

exov esypa, This exov is pure bohairic [against sah 
ACIENNE = ἤνεγκε as syr pesh and other versions]. How eyov 

of boh (which has O-egaiT sed, as sah Howser sed) came to 
be tacked on to ελιύγμα and replace φερων μιγμα of all other 
Greeks and all other versions would be a mystery if I had not 
already shown the extraordinary and hitherto unappreciated 
close inter-relationship of the versions with the Greek Mss of 

Egypt. Incidentally this very eyov of NW boh (soli inter 

omn.) is ample proof that boh is as old as NW. They must 

have got it from bok. Boh could not have got it from them 

not being in close enough sympathy in the neighbourhood to 

warrant any accusation that bok had used δὲ or W in trans- 
lating. And observe the eywv (Jit. cui est) is used by boh°™ F 

and is basic. As to ελέγμα substituted for prypa by NW, 
taken in connection with eywy substituted for φερων, it is clear 

that both δὲ and W were using some critical helps. Possibly 

some early Egyptian commentary explained that peyya 

+ Only the bokeatenaN has “and he brought ” OOP, ACNE as sahomn ACIEINE. 
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involved a package of some kind and used the word ελιγμα. 
But edvypa must be wrong or it would have overflowed into 

the coptic. The coptic words corresponding to pryua (here 
transliterated plainly from the Greek) are quite different. 
It has often been said that W-H have been unfairly accused 

of printing the readings of Balone. Yet here isa casein point. They 
print depwv edvypa, which is only read by B. 

John 

ii. 6. 

Indeterminate. 

Ξλίθιναι vdpiar (pro υδριαι MOwar) NBLXY 33 185 314 
Paris” Sod only of Greeks, plus arm? only of Versions, 
plus ¢ only of Latins and vgg aur W-H and Soden texts. 

This order of the ten Greeks is opposed by all other 
Greeks and 892, by both Coptics, by the Syriac [hiant syr cu 

sin], and by all Old Latins but ὁ. 
It is very clearly a question here of a real “ neutral’’ text 

for XB (since they are agreed and supported by the subsequent 
copyists LX) or of a deliberate change, for a reason which I 
do not understand.t| Malan makes his arm codex read with 

them, and it is the way the saxon expresses it, but this is 
merely following vulgate order, which St. Jerome obtained 
from a codex similar to NB. ‘The suspicious part is the 
solitary adherence of ο [Ὁ d are still missing] with which even 
the Aethiopic does not agree (= hydriae sex lapidiae), for ὁ 

has been tinged with much Egyptian revision. How is it that 
all the rest are opposed to these ten Greeks and c ? 

Note that δὲ with a e arm subsequently omits κείμεναι. 
This shows that the foundation of the arm text here is similar, 
as well as old. 

vi. 45. The textus receptus reads 0 ἄκουσας and μαθων (ras 0 axoveas 
Tapa tov Tatpos Kat μαθων epxerat mpos pe) in which it is 
supported by NABCKLTII Sod™ al. ¢ f ft vg Orig’ Cyr’, 
but opposed by o axovwy of the rest andabdeg q foss gat 
Hil etc. Who is right? Tert seems to show that he read 
axovoas, for alluding (Prax) he says Omnem qui a patre 
AUDISSET δέ DIDICISSET venire ad se. Here it is true he reads 
didicisset into μαθων, whereas μαθὼν seems to imply a con- 

tinuance of action. 
It is a pretty place to try and settle. 

+. Observe that 71 348 omit Acdwac and 6° omits λιϑιναι εξ [neither mentioned by 
Tisch]. Does this cursive (so important often elsewhere), not mentioned here by Soden, 
perchance hold the original base ? 

ὦ ris mutilated here, although Soden quotes it with ¢ f f. 

2D 
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xi. 54. I confess to the feeling of being on very tender ground here. 
In the final clause κακει Stet prev peta των μαθητων of most 
and D, with latt, SBLW only with 249 397 Paris’ Sod" r Orig 
substitute ewervev for SietpsBev. This is also clearly shared by 
sah boh (aeth?), using ACUTE here (as against a different ex- 

pression in iii. 22), although Tischendorf does not mention it. He 
remarks ‘ Sverp:Bev vero praeter hunc locum in N.T. non legitur 

nisi Joh iti. 22 et passim in actis.” We have had διετριβεν 
before then in St. John at ili. 22 in exactly the same kind of 
phrase: “καὶ exer διετριβεν pet avtwy καὶ εβαπτιζεν,᾿ but 

we have also had ewewev several times (iv. 40 καὶ epewev exer 

δυο ἡμερας, ii. 12 καὶ exer ἐμειναν ov πολλας ἡμέρας, x. 40 Kae 

euevev exer, and in this chapter at xi. 6 tote μὲν epewev ev w 

ἣν τόπω δυο nyepas). ᾿ 
The double argument can therefore be drawn, first that 

the mass of authorities borrowed διετριβεν from John iii. 22 

by way of improvement [but why should they want to im- 
prove here ?], or secondly that NBLW recollected, preferred, 
or borrowed euewev from the other passages cited. διετριβεν 
does not occur again in St. John, whereas μένω occurs many 
times (notably at xiv. 25 ταυτα λέλαληκα ὑμῖν Tap υμιν μενων) 
and is a word whose parts occur over thirty times in St. 
John’s Gospel with a variety of subjects (of the Spirit at 
the Baptism, of the body of Jesus remaining on the cross, 

of the beloved disciple remaining till he came etc.) besides 
being of frequent occurrence in St. John’s epistles. Therefore 
speaking in a Johannine way eyewev would be much more 
familiar to the ear than διετριβεν. As 249 joins the little 

* band for ewevey, and was with them in other questionable 
changes in ch. xi., I incline to think that ἐμεινεν is revision 
of the basic text, for what purpose it is difficult to say. 
Certainly διετριβεν is the proper antithesis to περιεπάτει at 
the beginning of the verse rather than the colourless eyecvev. 
A solid consensus of syr and latin here for διετριβεν opposes 
the few Greeks with copt for ἐμεινεν, and Burkitt’s canon here 
can be applied in favour of syr and dat, the more so in view 
of the rest of the bad record of those favouring ἐμείνεν. 
I have a feeling that eecvev is due to Origen’s restless activity. 
He quotes thrice, each time with NBLW εμεινεν, just as, a 
little further on, at xi. 57, Origen with only NBIMW and 

eight cursives (so W-H ἀ Soden texts) countenances the 

substitution of ἐντολὰς for evtodny of all other mss and all 
versions. NB Origen here mean to imply the giving of com- 
mands right and left to take our Lord, and were not satisfied 
with evrodnv. Lest I should be misunderstood in saying 
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that I have a feeling about Origen deliberately making the 
other change, I would add that Chrysostom gives away the 
mental attitude involved, by confirming my views as to the 
second case, as he writes καὶ εδωκαν Tapayyedsas [non cit. 
Sod], varying the word but expressing the plural. 

Westcott and Hort say nothing in ‘Notes on Select 
Readings’ about SscerpeBev/evecver—which surely is a key-note 
to revision on one side or the other~although in these notes 
on the very verse they discuss the locality of the place 
mentioned. Observe my remarks on xiv. 7 under “ Synonyms,” 
which throw a strong sidelight on the matter. 

{Another substitution occurs at xiv. 16, of the Paraclete, 
where δὲ and B and LQX, but in differing positions, substitute 
ἢ for μένῃ of most, but μένῃ here may have crept in from the 
μένει used in verse 17 following]. 

. εἰ TOU TaTpos BO*LXV?[Sod contra Lakel|t 33 249 
Sod 54 130 fam KCN Hyinh W-H & Sod txt. 

mapa tov marpos = Nrellet ΨὉ minnCyr (Chramo) (Cf. verss) 

{--εξηλθον rapa tov watpos DW ὁ ὦ (6 ff)) Cp. verse 27 and 

the end εξηλθον, reduplicated at the beginning of verse 28. 

B and Origen in Conflict. 

¢ 
. ς BAD*GUAWY min® W-H & Soden, but Orig Cyr ὁ 

with NS Sod?*’ and the rest. 
. ἀποθνησκὴη B Eus soli et W-H™. Orig amofavn as all 

others (but VW ἀποληται, and τεθνηξεται Clem™erdot) 

Sod'** 5499 Gam 8) sah, boh aeth 
arm syr it” Orig [ W-H txt] 

Cyr who read with the large 
majority tyv σαρκα. 

. τὴν capka αὐτου BT3 892 but opposed by Orig and 

. +ayov Sedopevoy BX” (264) ὁ g syr hier Orig 1/3, but 

distinetly against Orig™ter and Origitt elsewhere, who with 
NKTII Sod Cyr Hesych add nothing. (See under “ Con- 

flation ” for further remarks.) 
. Oavarov ov pn θεωρησὴ (pro ov μὴ yevontar θανατοῦ) B 

213 Paris” Hust 82 6 (sax) contra mundum et contra Orig", 
See remarks under “ Improvement.” 

. αλλ ove B omn. (adra ove DX) but Orig thrice καὶ ove with 

pers only and υσϑξ. Soden does not deign to notice this thrice 
repeated reading of Origen. Why not? Pers [not mentioned 

Tt [have grave doubts as to Soden’s correctness in such places as to ¥. Notice here 
in his upper notes that he adds D (I#5) for ex του πατρὸς whereas in the lower ones he 
admits that D with W omits the clause altogether J 

2n2 
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by Tiscnendorf (never quoted by Soden)] is a most important 

witness, perhaps going back of syr sin here. 
npev SB soli et W-H tat, but Orig?™"** with all the rest avper. 

> εποιησεν σήμειον οὐδεν Orig with KLMXII and WY 157 

and a few against σημεῖον εποιησεν ovdev of B and most. 

καὶ θεασαμενοι ὃ εἐποιησεν BC*D W-H™ ἀ Sod™, but ἃ 

Ογέρθιατῖεα with the majority. 

ort συμφερει wa els ἀανθρωπος αποθανη ὑπερ τοῦ Kaov So NX? 

sah™ 252 Thdt Chr, as in xviii. 14, without vy or ἡμῖν; but 

BDLMXI add vysv after συμφερει with Orig’, whereas 

OrigsPt* with Eustath and Cyr is for the addition of ἡμεν, 

as are AEGHIKSUAAIIWY Sod minn® ¢ f σ r etc. sah 

syr arm aeth and all other versions except the itala. As to 

W that Ms joins the latter company and Origen. 

For συνεβουλευσαντο Origen witnesses twice with the mass, 

and but once for εβουλευσαντο of NBDW Sod" Ath 

(Paris reads συνεβουλευσαντο). 

. θυγατερ ὃ mult et Orig’, Ouyatnp ΒΒ mult. 
. Origen is on both sides many times, but, as edited, has wapade 
against παραδοι of N*BD* soli cum W-H tat [nil mg]. 

. Origen 6/7 confirms δὲ and ὁ vg Hier Tert for νεψασθαι with- 
out any addition. 

. +ore before ovy: tavtes BCLW 33 213 Sod** Cyr W-H & 
[Sod], but not Orig. 

. > vew eyo B*! pers (pro λέγω υμιν rell et Ath Orig"). At 

x. 7 where B does the same thing Orig is not available; at 

x. 1 Clem Cyr Chr Lucif and Orig oppose B. 
. —tore NDI 2° Paris’? Sod*° it?! syr sin boh 1/3 sah Cyr 

and Origen 3/7. When he does add he says era. 
. eos av 251 and Origen [Sod does not mention Origen], but 

ews ov NB and all except X = ews (—ov). 
(Origen’s looseness is seen at xiii. 19 where he has ἐπὰν for 

οταν once, and xiii. 27 extra for rote). 

. μεινη most and Hus Cyr, and εμμεινη Orig, but μενη NBL 
213 Paris” W-H & Sod. 

εἐρχεται (—adAa) NBC*D*LXYI? and W 1[non fam] 33 
69 [non fam] 213 Paris’ Sod'** 110 sah etc. (see under “ Coptic 
and Latin’) but against Orig Ath and Cyr, who have 

αλλα. 

πιστευηῆ S*BC*W Clem Eus W-H, but πιστευση all others 
and Orig Ath Cyr and Sod ἐπέ. 

. ποτ NBADLNXITWY Sod but against Orig and Cyr. 
. expavyacay λέγοντες BDL min4 a W-H, but Orig 
expavyatov Ney. with W and many, and expafov rey. Cyr and 

many. 
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26. —avtov after τὴ μητρι NBLXWY 1 22 138 Paris Sod'"? "9 
ὃ e Cyr W-H ὦ Sod txt but none of the others nor N nor 

Origen. 
> τὴν πλευραν αὐτοῦ Orig’ and 69-346 258 317 348 397 Hust 
53 bis Paris” t only of Greeks with lat syr, against αὐτοῦ τὴν 

πλευραν all other Greeks, Coptic and (Hus). 

even nearly all and Origen, but NBW Paris” Laura‘™ and 
Cyr nv τεθειμενος. 

> pn antov pov Bl Tert et verss alig but Origen with 
all others and a host of supporting Patristic testimony yn 

μου ἀπτου. 

. twos bis B (sol inter gr) ae f syr Cypr Orig™ Eus Aug 
Pacian Auct*™, but against the other Latins, against all the 
Greeks [but B] and against Origen + Bas Cyr" Novat ete. 

. —ovtos 3 250 eT? γ al.? and Origen with Chr 1/2 Cyr 1/2, 

. while NBCDW 1 33 2" latt syr copt place ovtos before o λογος, 
and the rest after it. Origen therefore is the most “ neutral” 

of the three groups. 

t Tisch omits 258 and Evst 58. Paris" is new testimony. 
1 Unless Tisch has greatly erred. Soden quotes Qp as if Origen’s Greek on the side 

of B where Orig" only seems to belong. 
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CHAPTER X. 

*The real text of the Sacred Writers does not now, since the originals have been 
780 long lost, lie in any Ms or edition, but is dispersed in them all.” —Bentley. 

“No authority has an unvarying value, no authority is ever homogeneous,”— 
:Westcott (St. John’s Gospel,’ p. xc.). 

EPILOGUE. 

Tux foregoing pages leave much unsaid. Many grave passages 
have not passed under review, because they have often been dealt with 
elsewhere. But the composite picture left seems absolutely opposed to 
a superior claim first for the shorter text; secondly for the neutral and 
unprejudiced text; thirdly for a text free from local preferences of 
grammar and syntactical structure. On the contrary, Hort’s description 
of the ms B is contradicted again and again, and I have found him follow- 
ing B with additions more often than with subtractions. But enough 
has perhaps been said about all these matters. 

What I wish to emphasise in this Epilogue is that the assumption 
(upon which the text of W-H is absolutely and indubitably founded), 
viz. that a conjunction of NBL must be right, carries with it the corollary 
that everything else—twenty uncials and the versions combined—is wrong 
if opposing. It seems like an unnecessary truism to state this at all. 
But the point involved is a grave one. It lies at the root of the whole 
question of textual criticism, of textual principles, and of the next 

revision of the Greek and English texts. ΤῸ suppose that these twenty 

uncials and versions are wrong, when opposed to NBL, presupposes 
a most extraordinary thing. It predicates no less a theory than that 

they all proceed from one erroneous revision of the basic text of NBL, 
which is manifestly and absolutely impossible when one consults the 
documents themselves. The reverse is what I claim. The reverse is 
what I am here contending for. And the reverse is so much easter to 

understand. The aberration of NBL from the mass involves but one 

recension, and the character of that recension I have tried to indicate 

in the foregoing pages. Where NBL try to “improve,” it must be 
shown that the other side, that the great mass of our other witnesses 
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have been deliberately revised by some one to give us a poorer Greek 
text. On the contrary, the simple testimony of these shows that the 
recension they represent was not striving after classical Greek expressions. 
Again, the other theory presupposes an introduction of pleonasms, which 
NBL try to remove. This carries veritable foolishness on the face of it. 
When NBL make an addition to improve the sense, it involves the 
other theory, the assumption that the mass deliberately (one and all) cut 

out these additions. 
The foregoing pages have been wrung from me by the persistent 

refusal of the critics to see that an Antioch ‘‘ revision” such as they 

suppose would have been a crazy one indeed to remove all the ‘‘ good” 
things in δὲ and/or B; and by their failure to appreciate that Greek- 
Egypt was the hot-bed of revision in the third century, continuing 
throughout the fourth, while poor ‘t Antioch” pursued the even tenour of 

its way. 
I have therefore tried to sketch, in a military way, the strength and 

the weakness of certain strategic positions, in the hope that light may 
break in on the whole position of modern criticism, so resolutely 
defended for 100 years by repeated obiter dicta but by very little else. 

I had not intended at first to extend the enquiry so as to cover 
the history of N separately. But this will be found completely done 
(if not quite exhaustively down to every minute detail) in Part II. 
This study has involved over a hundred thousand checking references 
and the work had to be done very rapidly so as not to lose the threads 
and cross-threads. Personally, I have been more than repaid for the 

six months of hard work expended upon it, and everything I have ever 
contended for has found ample confirmation in the pictures painted.t 

But all these minute matters, handled in both Part I. as to B and 

Part 11. as to δὲ et rell, only lead up to the larger questions still sub 
judice as to the omissions at Luke xxii. 43/44 and Luke xxiii. 34 which 
1 have not discussed at all. 

The minute examination however of the idiosyncracies of δὲ and B, 

and the sides which they take in combination otherwise, form the 
necessary foundations for any deductions which are to be drawn in certain 

other weighty matters. 

Luke xxii. 43/44. 

The omission of the account of the bloody sweat from Luke xxii. 43/44 
can safely be attributed to the transfer marks in early Lectionaries (or 
I should say Gospel books marked as Lectionaries) which misled some 

ΤΊ have amalgamated some of Tischendorf's notes, thus, I hope, making matters 

much clearer in many places. Soden carries the separation of readings to such a point 
that it is almost impossible to regroup the passages, 
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scribes whose copies were already covered with textual notest+ if not 
attributab‘e to the influence of the docetists of Alexandria. 

To this day Burkitt speaks of St. Luke xxii. 43/44 (the bloody sweat) 
as among ‘the Greater Interpolations” [‘ The Old Latin and the Itala,’ 
p. 47]. The facts are all against this being considered as an Interpolation 
at all. But recently the Bishop of Ely (J.T.S. Jan. 1912, pp. 278/285) 
has provided a fresh argument for the reception of these verses as being 
entirely genuine, part of the record, and in the handwriting of St. Luke.t 
The Bishop has argued at length for πρηνὴς γενόμενος (Acts i. 18), as to 
Judas, being a medical term employed by St. Luke, meaning that “he 
became swollen up” as opposed to the general translation hitherto in 
vogue, and his view appears largely justified by the facts which he 
adduces. If this be the case then καὶ γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ stands 
in the same position as ὦ medical term in Luke xxii. 44. 

This expression medically for “ becoming” is prevalent in St. Luke, 
just as we say “He is becoming better (or worse),” “he is becoming 

weaker,” “he is becoming feverish,” ‘‘he is becoming deaf,” “he is 
becoming mad,” “he is becoming unlike himself,” “he is becoming 
nervous,” “‘he is becoming crotchety,” ‘‘he is becoming saner,” “he is 
becoming tired,” “‘he is becoming anxious,” “he is becoming stupid,” 
“Ὧ is becoming hungry ” [¢f. Act x. 10 ἐγένετο δὲ πρόσπεινος καὶ ἤθελε 
γεύσασθαι of Peter], ‘‘he is becoming more free from pain,” “he is 
becoming cruel,” etc. ete. 

Examine St. Luke’s diction for a parallel to γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ 
besides the well known one in Acts xii. 23 καὶ γενόμενος σκωληκόβρωτος, 

and we are struck at once in: 
Acts xii. 11, of St. Peter, by the expression: καὶ ὁ Πέτρος γενόμενος 

ἐν ἑαυτῷ “coming to himself,” and in: 
Acts xvi. 29, of the Jailer: καὶ ἔντρομος γενόμενος, all three 

expressions involving a mental attitude. Note Acts xxii. 17 γενεσθαι 
με ἐν ἐκστάσει. 

This is also singularly illustrated in Acts xv. 25 γενομένοις 
ὁμοθυμαδὸν, of the Apostles and elders of the Church being mentally 

“in accord.” 
The peculiarity of St. Luke’s use of ἐγένετο is well illustrated at 

Luke xvi. 22 of the death of the beggar in the parable of Dives and 
Lazarus: ἐγένετο δὲ ἀποθανεῖν τὸν πτωχόν, as it were “ finally came 
to the point of death” from exhaustion, whereas the rich man’s death 
(xvi. 22) is dismissed with ἀπέθανε δὲ καὶ ὁ πλούσιος. 

Ῥ. 304 note. 
tI am indebted to Professor Rendel Harris for pointing this out to me. 

Dr. Harris in his pleasant and modest manner accepts the Bishop's interpretation of 
πρηνὴς γενόμενος against his own previous view and applies it to γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ as 
another Lucan medical expression. Since this was written Dr. Harris has published a 
short article on the subject in the ‘ American Journal of Theology ’ for Oct. 1918. 
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Again, in Acts xxvii, 8 we read: ἐγένετο δὲ τὸν πατέρα τοῦ ἸΤοπλίου 
πυρετοῖς καὶ δυσεντερία συνεχόμενον κατακεῖσθαι. Here again this 
“becoming” distinctly employed in connection with the medical terms 
“ fever” and “dysentery.” Observe that in Luke xxii. 44 καὶ γενόμενος 
ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ is followed by ἐγένετο δὲ 6 ἱδρῶς αὐτοῦ ὡσεὶ θρόμβοι αἵματος 
καταβαίνοντες ἐπὶ τὴν γῆν.ἵ 

St. Luke uses this of our Lord’s age (ii. 42) καὶ ὅτε ἐγένετο ἐτῶν 

δώδεκα, ‘and when he reached the age of twelve.” 

Even of Judas the traitor, St. Luke says (vi. 16) ὃς καὶ ἐγένετο 

προδότης “who became a traitor,” whereas Mark (iii. 19) = ὃς καὶ 

παρέδωκεν αὐτόν, and Matthew (x. 4) = ὁ καὶ παραδοὺς αὐτόν. 
Another apt Lucan illustration (Luke vi. 36) is the graphic γίνεσθε 

οἰκτίρμονες.. «καθὼς καὶ ὁ πατὴρ ὑμῶν οἰκτίρμων ἐστί. “ Become ye 
merciful.. even as your Father is merciful.” This involves the whole 
Lucan vocabulary as to this medical term of becoming, whereas in 
St. Matthew (v. 48) (mo exact parallel to this passage in the synoptics) 
the less careful expression dominant is ἔσεσθε οὖν ὑμεῖς τέλειοι ὡς ὁ 
πατὴρ ὑμῶν ὁ οὐράνιος τέλειός ἐστιν, missing St. Luke’s beautiful 

antithesis. Similarly St. Luke at xii. 40 says καὶ ὑμεῖς (οὖν) γίνεσθε 

ἕτοιμοι, Which is also the expression in St. Matthew. 

Another mental process is involved at Luke xv. 10 οὕτω λέγω ὑμῖν 
γίνεται χαρὰ (or χαρὰ γίνεται) ἐνώπιον τῶν ἀγγέλων τοῦ θεοῦ... And 

cf. Act vill. 8 καὶ ἐγένετο χαρὰ μεγάλη ἐν τῇ πόλει ἐκείνῃ. 
The oppositet is indicated at Luke xviii. 28, of the rich ruler: 

ὁ δὲ ἀκούσας ταῦτα περίλυπος éyéveto,§ while St. Mark’s account 
runs: ὁ δὲ στυγνάσας ἐπὶ τῶ λόγῳ ἀπῆλθεν λυπούμενος, and St. 

Matthew's: ἀκούσας δὲ ὁ νεανίσκος ἀπῆλθεν λυπούμενος. 
Again, where another parallel is involved in the matter of the 

talents, St. Luke says (xix. 17) εὖ ἀγαθὲ δοῦλε * ὅτι ἐν ἐλαχίστῳ πιστὸς 
éyévou,... whereas St. Matthew xxv. in both verses 21 and 23 says: 

εὖ δοῦλε... «ἐπὶ ὀλίγα ἧς πιστός. 
Therefore at Luke xx. 14, where C fam 1 substitute ἔσται ἡ 

κληρονομία for γένηται ἡ κληρονομία they show an ignorance of 
St. Luke’s Greek and have merely followed syr. 

-+ Cf. Hippoeriic; ἱδρὼς πουλὺς ἀκρήτως γενόμενος ὑγιαίνοντι νόσον σημαίνει. 

Hippocr®*4 ; ὀγδοαίῳ ἴδρως ἐγένετο καὶ πάλιν ἐπεθέρμηνε ἰ πάλιν ἱδρώς. AristotPe νεῖν animal ; 
ἤδη δέ τισιν ἱδρῶσαι συνέβη αἱματώδει περιττώματι διὰ καχεξίαν, τοῦ μὲν σώματος ῥυάδος καὶ 

μανοῦ γινομένου, τοῦ δὲ αἵματος ἐξυγρανθέντος δι' ἀπεψίαν, ἀδυνατούσης τῆς ἐν τοῖς φλεβίοις 
θερμύτητος πέσσειν, δι᾿ ὀλιγότητα. And again: (αἵματος) ἐξυγραινομένου δὲ λίαν νοσοῦσιν 

γίνεται γὰρ ἰχωροειδὲς καὶ διοῤῥοῦται οὕτως ὥστε ἤδη τινὲς ἴδισαν αἱματώδη ἱδρῶτα. 

Φ Observe below the contrast between φοβος eyev. and φιλονεικια eyev. in Luke 

and Acts, 
§ NBL and Paris” only say ἐγενήθη, probably an “improvement.” It is followed 

by Soden however (without new witness) as well as by W-H. 
« 

In this connection note St. John’s (xvi. 20) ἀλλ᾽ ἡ λύπη ὑμῶν εἰς χαρὰν γενήσεται. 
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And at Luke xx. 83 where we read ἐν τῇ οὖν ἀναστάσει τίνος αὐτῶν 

γίνεται γυνή, SDGLI min® show themselves in error by reading ἔσται 
there, as St. Matthew xxii. 28 and St. Mark xii. 23. 

Yet another parallel emphasises the matter: Luke xxii. 26 we read 
ὑμεῖς δὲ οὐχ οὕτως * ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μείξων ἐν ὑμῖν γενέσθω ὡς ὁ νεώτερος, whereas 
St. Matt. (xx. 26/27) and St. Mark (x. 43/44) writing more amply apply 
γενέσθαι to peyas, but εἶν κι both to διάκονος and δοῦλος. 

Once more, we can point to a very exceptional passage in Luke 
xxiii. 24 as to Pilate: ὁ δὲ [Witdros ἐπέκρινε γενέσθαι τὸ αἴτημα αὐτῶν, 
again involving a mental process and not very easy to translate. A.V. 
has: ‘And Pilate gave sentence that it should be as they required,” 
R.V.: “And Pilate gave sentence that what they asked for should be 
done.” The Lucan phraseology covering the transaction is utterly 
different from that in Matt. xxvii. 24 26, or in Mark xv. 15, or in John 

xix. 1 4 6 8 12 14 15, and in the finale at 16. 

Another peculiar expression is at Luke xxiv. 22 ἀλλὰ καὶ γυναῖκές 
τινες ἐξ ἡμῶν ἐξέστησαν ἡμᾶς γενόμεναι ὀρθριναὶ er) τὸ μνημεῖον. Quite 
different at Mark xvi. 1 καὶ... «ἔρχονται ἐπὶ τὸ μνῆμα, or Matt. xxviii. 1 
ἦλθεν... «θεωρῆσαι τὸν τάφον, or John xx. 1 ἔρχεται... «εἰς τὸ μνημεῖον. 

(The exact Lucan parallel to these other passages is Luke xxiv. 1 ἦλθον 
ἐπὶ τὸ μνῆμα.) 

For the rest observe carefully the following : 
Luke 

xxiv. 15. καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ ὁμιλεῖν αὐτούς of the disciples going to 
Emmaus. 

51. καὶ ἐγένετο ἐν τῷ εὐλογεῖν ἀντόν of the ascension. 

RXVii. 86. εὔθυμοι δὲ γενόμενοι 
xv. 39. ἐγένετο δὲ παροξυσμός 
xix, 28. γενόμενοι πλήρεις θυμοῦ 

(xiv. 5. ὡς δὲ ἐγένετο ὁρμὴ τῶν ἐθνῶν... 
vi. 1, ἐγένετο γογγυσμὸς τῶν ᾿Ελληνιστῶν.... 

xix. 28. ἐγένετο δὲ κατὰ τὸν καιρὸν ἐκεῖνον τάραχος οὐκ ὀλίγος περὶ τῆς 
ὁδοῦ) 

xxiv. 5. ἐμφόβων δὲ γενομένων αὐτῶν 
87. καὶ ἔμφοβοι γενομένοι 

x. 4. ἔμφοβος γενομένος 
i. 19, ix. 42, xix. 17 γνωστὸν ἐγένετο 

xxvii. 42. βουλὴ ἐγένετο 
xv. 7. πολλῆς δὲ συζητήσεως γενομένης 
xxi. 40. πολλῆς δὲ σιγῆς γενομένης 

xxiii, 7. ἐγένετο στάσις τῶν φαρισ. 
᾿ 9. ἐγένετο δὲ κραυγὴ μεγάλη 

10. πολλῆς δὲ γενομένης στάσεως 
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Then contrast Luke i. 65 καὶ ἐγένετο ἐπὶ πάντας φόβος 
and Act ii. 48 ἐγένετο δὲ πάση ψυχῆ φόβος 

v. 511 ἐγένετο φόβος μέγας 
with Luke xxii. 24 ἐγένετο δὲ καὶ φιλονεικία ἐν αὐτοῖς τὸ τίς 

αὐτῶν δοκεῖ εἶναι μεῖζων 
All this has reference to mental processes. Add: 

Luke 

xxiii. 19. ὅστις ἦν διὰ στάσιν τινὰ γενομένην ἐν τῇ πόλει 
(the other accounts differ) 

Act 

xi. 19. ἀπὸ τῆς θλίψεως τῆς γενομένης 
Luke 

vi. 48. πλημμύρας δὲ γενομένης 

iv. 25. ἐγένετο λιμὲς μέγας 
xv. 14. ἐγένετο λιμὸς ἰσχυρός (or ἰσχυρά) 
Note Act xxvi. 19 βασιλεῦ ᾿Αγρίππα οὐκ ἐγενόμην ἀπειθής again of 

the mental process; and, of time involved : 
Act 

xx. 16. ἔκρινε yap ὁ Παῦλος (cf. Luc xxiii. 24) παραπλεῦσαι τὴν “decor, 

ὅπως μὴ γένηται αὐτῷ χρονοτριβῆσαι ἐν TH Agia. 

As to the proportionate use οὗ γίνομαι and its parts in the Four 
Gospels and Acts, note that it is used approximately 125 times in St. 
Luke, and about 110 times in Acts, as against about 70 in St. Matthew, 

not quite 50 in St. Mark, and about 45 in St. John. 

As regards the use by the others covering a mental process the 
occasions seem to be limited to the following : 
St. Matthew 

x. 16. γίνεσθε οὖν φρόνιμοι... } Cf. Rom. xii. 16 ωὴ γίνεσθε φρόνιμοι 

xxiv. 44. γίνεσθε ἕτοιμοι παρ᾽ ἑαυτοῖς 
vill. 18. ὡς ἐπίστευσας γενηθήτω σοι 

ix. 29. κατὰ τὴν πίστιν ὑμῶν γενηθήτω ὑμῖν 
xv. 28. μεγάλη σου ἡ πίστις * γενηθήτω σοι ὡς θέλεις 

xxi. 21. ἐὰν ἔχητε πίστιν... «γενήσεται 

vi. 26. καὶ περίλυπος γενόμενος ὁ βασιλεὺς 
John ὁ ὦ »" 

xx. 27. μὴ γίνου ἄπιστος 
tAnd as a semi-medical term : 

Matt nt > πε , e Ν , a ΄ iJ i 

Xxvill. 4. καὶ ἐγένοντο ὡσεὶ νεκροί (or καὶ ἐγενήθησαν ὡς νεκροί) 

Mark Ls 2 ᾿ . \ Wa ix. 26. και ἐγένετο ὡσεὶ νεκρός 

John Pe € ‘ , 

v. 6. θέλεις ὑγιὴς γενέσθαι ; 

9, εὐθέως ἐγένετο ὑγιής 
14. ἴδε ὑγεὴς γέγονας 

ix. 89. καὶ οἱ βλέποντες τυφλοὶ γένωνται. 

t Cf. Rom, vii. 18 τὸ οὖν ἀγαθὸν ἐμοὶ γέγονε (or ἐγένετο) θάνατος ; 
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As to the Epistles, notice 
Rom. xi. 34. τίς yap ἔγνω νοῦν Κυρίου ; ἤ τίς σύμβουλος αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο; 

1 Cor. xiv. 25. τὰ κρυπτὰ τῆς καρδίας αὐτοῦ φανερὰ γίνεται 

and perhaps as a semi-medical term : 
Phil. ii. 7. ἐν ὁμοιώματι ἀνθρώπων γενόμενος 

1 Cor. ii. 8, καὶ ἐγὼ ἐν ἀσθενείᾳ καὶ ἐν φόβῳ καὶ ἐν τρόμῳ πολλῷ 
ἐγενόμην πρὸς ὑμᾶς 7 

2Tim. iti. 11. «ὦ τοῖς διωγμοῖς τοῖς παθήμασιν old μοι ἐγένετο ἐν 

᾿Αντιοχείᾳ ἐν ᾿Ικονίῳ ἐν Λύστροις. 
I have been at the pains to exhibit thus fully St. Luke’s pactaitayt to 

the use of ἐγένετο and γενόμενος in connection with καὶ γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ 

for this phrase in xxii. 44 is a link of wndesigned coincidence with his 
language elsewhere. 

Other medical writers seem to prefer ἀγωνιῶν or aywvicas. Thus, 
Aristotle: διὰ τί of ἀγωνιῶντες ἱδροῦσι τοὺς πόδας, τὸ δὲ πρόσωπον ὄυ 
«ἢ ὅτι ἡ ἀγωνία... διὸ καὶ ὠχριῶσι τὰ πρόσωπα οἱ ἀγωνιῶντες... 

ποιοῦσι γὰρ τοῦτο οἱ ἀγωνιῶντες ... 
And Theophrastus® ™""S 67. οἱ ἀγωνιῶντες τοὺς πόδας ἱδρῶσι τὸ 

δὲ πρόσωπον οὔ... καὶ ἀγωνεῶντες δὲ οὐ διὰ φόβον τοῦτο πάσχουσιν, 
ἀλλὰ διὰ τὸ μᾶλλον ἐκθερμαίνεσθαι... 

And Galen®rom. ex Puls. κίνησις ἡτισοῦν καὶ πάθος ψυχικὸν ὀργισθέντων 
ἢ φοβηθέντων ἢ ἀγωνισάντων.... 

So that a forger would have written at the opening of verse 44 
probably καὶ ἀγωνιῶν or καὶ aywvidoas instead of καὶ γενόμενος ἐν ἀγωνίᾳ. 

Further, note that St. Luke’s ἐνισχύειν in verse 48 in the transitive 
sense (ὥφθη δὲ αὐτῷ ἄγγελος ἀπ᾽ οὐρανοῦ ἐνισχύων αὐτον) is confined to 
himself and Hippocrates (ὁ δέ χρόνος ταῦτα ἐνισχύσει πάντα). 

Also note that Aristotle, in speaking of bloody sweats, uses γίνεται ; 
and that St. Luke’s expression in verse 44 of καταβαίνοντες of the 
drops of blood agrees absolutely with Hippocrates’ language repeated 
often on such subjects (see Hobart, ‘Med. Language of St. Luke’ 
pp. 80/84). 

Luke xxiii. 34. 

The second passage, as to the omission of the first Word from the 
Cross, is in a different class. And I protest most earnestly against 

the obiter dictum of C. H. Turner : f 
“Lk, xxiii. 34 the first Saying from the Cross is 

not part of the genuine text of St. Luke.” 
Tt is cruelly misleading the younger generation to state the matter 

in this offhand, not to say light-hearted way. 

1 5.1.5. January 1913, p. 167, note 1. 
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t Because BDT'WN® 88 435 597 and Paris” a ὦ b** sah boh 1/2 syr 
sin Cyr omit our Lord’s prayer for his murderers, Turner makes this 
deliberate statement, which merely revives the decision of an Alex- 
andrian school which flourished some time between 200 and 450 a.p. 
After Cyril of Alexandria the Church decided that the Alexandrian 

school was wrong, and it had rectified the matter before the time of 
Oecumenius.t Because Hort, basing himself on a wrong foundation, 
printed a text without this “Father forgive them for they know not 
what they do,” Turner would assure his world through the ‘Journal of 
Theological Studies’ that the “ genuine text” is without it. 

It is quite unfair to render a decision or to claim a decision in this 
matter when the witnesses upon whom the judges rely are still under 
indictment for false witness in a multitude of other matters. I have 
put B in the dock now and accused him definitely and legally of 
false testimony on hundreds of counts. Let those who accept Hort’s 
teaching get an intelligent jury to acquit B on all these counts before 
we can pay any attention to a claim for that ms to be heard as an 
authoritative witness when in a very decided minority. I wished to 
put my latest researches in this matter of Luke xxiii. 34 before the 
readers of a Theological Journal, but I was informed that if I thought 
that I could teach its readers anything which Hort, Swete and Turner 
had not taught them I was very much mistaken. Thus the Editors con- 
fessed that the matter was prejudged and that new evidence (which was 
what I offered upon this and upon another point) did not interest the 
critics. This surely is nothing short of a riot of pride and self-confidence. 

As to the support which B now occasionally finds in the new ms W, 
it is to be remembered that W also supports δὲ alone in equally important 

t Add Sod050 and Sod6371, Τ think this is the full evidence to date for omission, Soden 
still cites b as if δ᾽ omitted, whereas he should know and probably does know that 
Buchanan discovered in 6* the prayer itself, and that it was 6** who had suppressed it. 
Further b* seems to give a very early and beautiful form of that Divine appeal, for ὃ 
alone omits yap, saying : 

‘Pater dimitte illis! Nesciunt quid faciant,” instead of : 

“Πάτερ ἄφες αὐτοῖς, οὐ yap οἴδασιν τί rowdoww.” 
Soden™® has: aa 
“Πάτερ ἄφες αὐτοῖς τί ποιοῦσιν᾽" (~ov yap οιδασιν), but otherwise the documents are 

agreed as to the regular form. Only A and syr hier® omit Πάτερ. 
Const, has ὃ ποιοῦσιν for τί ποιοῦσιν. Some Fathers (with pers) ἄφες αὐτοῖς τὴν 

ἁμαρτίαν ταύτην OY τὰς ἁμαρτίας αὐτῶν, but retain yap before οἴδασιν. 
Jacob" is reported by Eus** Hesesivy as: παρακέλω κύριε θέε πάτερ ἄφες αὐτοῖς " οὐ γὰρ 

οἴδασι τί ποιοῦσιν. 
1 Oecumenius’ date is now fixed definitely circa 600 a.p. from his full commentary 

on the Apocalypse in the Messina ms No. 99. Von Gebhardt planned an edition of this 
but his death frustrated it. I have been instrumental in supplying Dr. F. Diekamp 
with photographs of the ms, and he will shortly publish an edition of it. In this 
Oecumenius, while using a text of the Apocalypse thoroughly Alexandrian, explains in 
his commentary that although Cyril disallowed Luke xxiii. 84 yet in his day the verse 
was authoritatively transmitted as genuine. See my article in the ‘ American Journal of 
Philology’ for Oct. 1913. 



414 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

matters, ¢.g. at John ix. 38/39 WS and ὃ (ἢ, only, omit o δὲ edn 
πιστευῶ KUPLE καὶ προσεκυνησεν αὐτω καὶ εἰπὲν Oo tnoovs. The support 
of b is very important here. Our Lord’s speech in NW ὁ is thus 
uninterrupted : (87) εὐπεν avtw o Incous καὶ εωρακᾶς avTov Kat o Nadav 
μετα Gov εκεινος ἐστιν (39) εἰς Κρίμα εγω εἰς TOV κοσμον τουτον ηλθον... 
Therefore, as Hort said, δὲ and B go apart a long way back, and neither 
of them is neutral. 

Enough has been said, I think, to justify my contention that B is 
not ‘ neutral.” 

I do not pursue the matter beyond the Gospels in all its detail, 
although many of the same features are visible in the Epistles, chiefly 
because, pending Mr. Horner’s and Mr. White’s labours on the Coptic and 
the Latin respectively, my materials are not complete, nor have we a com- 
plete “‘ Old Syriac,” but we can illustrate the same points, as is done beyond. 

One word more here as to W. This new witness is going to take a high 
place among our Gospel codices and rank with D to control δὲ and B. 

I would warn the public against a feature connected with this. 
When the critics who will sit in judgment on me find a place 

where W agrees with B, as at Luke xxiii. 34, they will exult and say: 
“There! You see, Hort is vindicated. W agrees with his omission 
which was based on N*BD sah (boh).” And they, being more con- 
vinced than ever themselves, will seek to convince you. But, be not 
deceived! This is merely an Egyptian excision involving W _ here 
(for observe that the only new witness lately to hand is yet another 
Egyptian codex T'). W is a weapon just as sharp to cut their theories 
and their readings as to support them. 

When, for instance, the critics will say to you that ἐφ᾽ ὑμᾶς by NB 892 
Sodt™* W-H™ for “ πρὸς ὑμᾶς " in Matt. x. 13 is supported by W, and 
therefore poor Hoskier is wasting his time talking of “pairs” in this 
cennection and seeking to convince you that NBW were “ improving,” 
you, benevolent. reader, being an independent observer, should look 
further, and you will then see that W does not support 8 immediately 
thereafter at x. 15 for +m before γομορρων, nor does it support B at 
x. 16 for εἰς μεσον instead of ἐν μεσω. 

In fact. W generally goes against δὲ and B much more than with 
them, and when it is for them the same reasons generally apply of 
revision of W in Egypt which caused these readings, but which did 
not extend to the other more radical ones. 

Hesychius and Origen. 

Whether Dr. von Soden and Professor Sanders are justified in 
adopting ‘‘Hesychian” as the true name for the Egyptian recension, or 
whether Origen is the more responsible for it, cannot be determined with 
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accuracy. In some respects however “ Hesychian”’ is a misnomer as 
we have no data to go by, whereas Origen’s writings give us data, and 
the cursive Mss 33 and 127 confirm the fact that Origen altered texts, 
for these two MSS sometimes agree alone with Origen against NB and the 
rest of the Egyptian group. 

As to Dean Burgon. 

In closing let me say that Burgon’s position remains absolutely 
unshaken.f He did not contend for accaptance of the “ Textus 

Receptus,” as has so often been scurrilously stated. He maintained 
that NB had been tampered with and revised and proved it in his 
‘Causes of Corruption.” He sought the truth wherever it might be 
recovered and did not stop at Origen’s time. The material discovered 
since his day has not shaken his position at all. We seek the truth 
among all our witnesses, with unnecessary subservience to no one 

document or congeries of documents, deriving patently from a single 
recension, Nearly all revision appears to centre in Egypt, and io 

suppose all the other documents wrong when opposed to these Kgyptian 
documents is unsound and unscientific, for we must presuppose not only 
“ Syrian” revision but a most foolish revision which did away with 
these “improvements ” of the Egyptians and Alexandrians, or which 
destroyed the “ neutral’ text without rhyme or reason. Have I made 
myself clear ? 

What Dean Burgon was chiefly concerned about was the lack of 
a scientific basis for our textual criticism. It is absolutely necessary to 
grasp this fact for a proper understanding of the whole matter. 

A scientific basis can only be obtained after we have made ourselves 
masters of a scientific knowledge of the real history of transmission, and 
of the interaction of the versions upon each other and of the versions 
upon the Greek texts. 

It is impossible to “ revise” or compile a text from documents about 
which we have known so little. Every new document published helps to 
shed light on the ones already known. Few as have been the new 
editions of Greek documents, we have already been able to learn a good 

deal from them. Much more can be learned if we will extend our 
examination. It is useless to cry for more light from history, or to 

deplore the lack of more data than we have got from the historical 
writings. It is also useless to sit down and say, like some critics, that 

{ Upon two matters we must revise his position, His critics refuse to be 
influenced by any array of Patristic testimony against B, so that we must convict B, 

as I have done, in another way. Secondly, Burgon did not correctly estimate Codex D. 
Notwithstanding all the curious harmonies in this ms its base is profoundly ancient and 
important. The Latin us ὁ must in future be considered much more carefully than 
heretofore. 
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as history is silent on certain points we can never know more concerning 
these matters unless further historical documents are brought to light. 
Existing Sacred Manuscripts teem with information if we will only dig 
below the surface. 

It is now 25 years since Dean Burgon passed away, and I ask myself 
what progress his opponents have made. 

The answer is that after 25 years they have discovered some flaws 
in the Hort textual theory and have partially dethroned B from the 
paramount position it occupied in the Hort text. 

There are further steps to be taken in this process, if I mistake not, 
and I hope that what I have written will tend further to clear the 
ground for a more intelligent view of the situation. The weight assigned 
by Burgon to Patristic testimony has been disallowed, but his indictment 
of B as a false witness is abundantly proved. 

Codex B outside the Gospels. 

When we pass from the Gospels to the region of the Acts and the 
Epistles we subside at once into smoother waters, yet the self-same 
features as to B are to be observed there also. It would perhaps be 
tedious, although quite profitable, to follow B over all this ground. For. 
the sake of brevity I will confine the examination to the Epistles of St. 
James and of 1 Peter, the latter so largely attested by sub-apostolic 
Fathers. We find, as I say, the same features. 

As to “forms” and “ synonyms” we find at : 
James 

Ti. 26. χαλινων (pro yadtvaywyov) B only, and have to assume, if B 
be “neutral,” that all others, even the closest supporters of B, 

use a longer synonym. The word recurs at Jas. iii. 2, χαλινα- 
γωγησαι, but nowhere else in the N.T. Observe however that 
Polycarp (Phil. 5) uses χαλεναγωγουντες. 

iv. 9. μετατραπητω (pro μεταστραφητω) BP ac** Thpyl W-H™. 

v. 4. αφυστερημενος (pro απεστερημενος) NB* soli et W-H [nil 
in mg 1] 

i. 7. χρυσου του ἀπολλυμενου B only, for χρυσιου tov 
απολλ., against all the rest and against Clem Orig. This 
tendency towards “‘ finessing’’ remains with B to the last. 

li. 8. amsotouvtes (pro ἀπειθουντε)ὺ B only. (Cf. lat). 
iii, 13. εἰ (pro eav) B 3101 [non W-H], against the rest and 

against Clem Dam. | (Soden only mentions B). 
abid. γενοισθε (pro yevnoGe) 3B only 

+ In this very verse we find the Alexandrian preference for eavrev over αὐτοῦ 
(referred to elsewhere) exhibited by BP o** and a few of Soden’s codices. 
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iv. 5. κρινοντὶ (pro εχοντε Kpivas) BC*? 69 137 a and more of 

1 Peter 

1. 

1 Peter 

James 

15. 

17, 

Soden. This is adopted by W-H without marginal alternative. 
The Revisers refuse to follow. 
αλλοτριεπίσκοπος NB ἀδτ and more of Soden and 

W-H Sod txt (for adXorpio- or αλλοτρίοσ επισκοῖτος) 
aro ἡμῶν (pro ad’ ἡμων) ΒΨ and one cursive only 

{non W-H]. 

When we look further for Coptic sympathy, we find it at: 

8, διοτι γεγραπται (tort) αγιοι εσεσθε B81 70 syr copt[ W-H] 
(‘ex ingenio linguae’ as Tisch says) 

Consult also : 
2. ἀλλα εκουσιως P10 αλλ᾽ εκ. NBY 68 Sod W-H. 

4. οπου ({-- αν) NB sah W-H [nil mg]. 

π ΟΝ 

ΠῚ 

Τὸ we seek Latin sympathy, we find much of it: 

. πὴ (ante Son) B only 

. στῇ {ante mpos) BP minn® W-H. 

. πιστους BA vg «τισίν W-H against πεστευοντας 
rell”', πιστευσαντας aliq, et meotevoartes Polyc. 

. —Kabapas BA Sod" vg Gald W-H [nit mg}. 
. ποι (ante avdpes) B only [non W-H] 
. ~ Tov (ante Geov) N*BY and W-H 

. othBavov (pro σελονανουὶ "B only 

For further polyglot sympathy, consult : 

. μη eveanterOas ταῖς προσευχαῖς (Pro μὴ EvKaTT. τας προσευχας) 

B ouly (W-H marg) with syr lat copt. 

, ἁμαρτίαις (pro apaptias) BN’ W-H ἐπέ with aeth vg syr. 

If we seek change of tense, it jumps to meet us at: 

ἐποπτενοντες (pro enontevcartes) NBC alig wg Cypr) W-H 
[nil mg] against the rest and against Clem. [Observe at iii. 2 
εποπτευοντες by N* only (Soden now adds some cursives.) | 

Or as to change of mood, note: 

τηρηση.. «πταισὴη N(A)BC Sod™ W-H against the minn. 
25 
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Consult also, as to voice: 

αγαλλιατε (pro αγαλλιασθεὺὸ ΒΟ" Sod" Orig W-H, against 
rell omn Polyc Clem Cyr Thpyl in the phrase: “dv οὐκ ἰδοντες 
ἀγαπατε εἰς Gv αρτι μὴ ὁορωντες πιστευοντες Se ἀγαλλιασθε χαρα 

ἀνεκλαλήτω Kat δεδοξασμενη,᾽ where ἀγαλλίατε has apparently 
been substituted as present indicative or present imperative 
active to harmonise with ayararte and opwvtes and πίστευοντες, 
as against αγαλλίασθε as present indicative or subjunctive or 
imperative of the middle voice. Origen is implicated here 
against the other strong Patristic testimony. 

For another case of Origenistic influence, observe : 
1 Peter 

᾿ vy. 8. -τιᾶαά ΒΨ Sod" only with Orig and W-H tzt, against the 
3 rest, Orig himself and many Fathers. 

Choice exercised by W-H as to the B readings. 

The choices of Hort when B is alone are quite curious. He 
follows above, and at: 3 

Ἰ ΙΝ 19. τὰς ψυχας (—avrav)  B only and W-H txt [Soden adds 
nothing], but refuses, to follow lots of other peculiarities 
of B, as: z : 

James 7 
ii. 4. -ov B* Sod 7 (an “improvement” ? 

, against Mss and versions) 
iii, 4. +7a (ante τηλέίκαυτα) B only (“Improvement ”’) 

v.14. -- του κυρίου B only, which might possibly be 
“neutral” [yet more probably to be considered an amendment. 
Of. Acts v. 41 “to suffer for the name”] which W-H only 
include in square brackets. 

ne 1. —Kas βιθυνιας B* only with Sod™ 
ii. 1. dovovs (pro φθονου) Ἐ only with Sod™ 

6. —em auto _ B only 
24, ὑμων (pro ἡμων) _ B Sod" (W-H mg) against the rest 

᾿ "and Ροΐψο. 
25. -- τε yap B only and ᾳ. 

iii. 18. -- τω θεω B only 

{ Observe here against all the rest ras ψυχας avrwy as δὲ plur, or ras ψυχας εαυτων 
as some minn, or ras εαυτων Ψυχας in the coptic manner with 5 81 and Athanasius. 
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Not even in @ doctrinal matter do W-H follow B at: 

1 Peter 

i 11. πνευμα (-- χριστου) B only with Athanasius according to 
Soden (but Xpiorov is not omitted in the Benedictine edition 
of 1698) (against all and Ignat). 

But if B is right at 1 Peter iv. 19, v. 8, why not in these 
other places ? 

Further, we can show you here even (cramped as we are by our 
self-imposed limitations) harmony and accommodation to 
the LXX on the part of B. For, observe: 

1 Peter 

li. 6. axpoywveatov post exrextov BC 31 Sod™4 copt arm Barn Cyr 

W-H = order of LXX against our other New Testament 
witnesses which place it before εκλεκτον. 

ibid. --επ αὐτὼ B (which W-H refuse to follow) is against the 
rest, and against Barn ex avrov, and Eus Cyr es avtov. 
Again possibly from his text of the LXX. 

iv. 18. ο de ασεβης B* 187 Sod™4[W-H]. Cf. LXX. 

A matter of order further concerns the Latin: 

iii. 4, >novyov καὶ Tpaews (pro πρα. καὶ novy.) B only with m q vg 
Aug Ambr and W-H ἐσέ. 

But in adopting this did not Hort see that he was using 
version support and that it was not the “ neutral” text? 

These few words must suffice here to indicate that the general 
character of the B recension remains the same outside the Gospels as 
inside. The same desire for individuality at the expense of truth, the 
same ideas of finessing, the same ideas of harmony, occasional bold 

excisions, and distinct version sympathy which is clearly non-neutral, 

against Barnabas, Polycarp and Clement of Alexandria. 

Ignatius, Clement of Rome, Hermas, Polycarp, Justin, opposed to B: 

Even as to the bold excision at 1 Peter i. 11 as to the spirit of Christ 
dwelling in the prophets of old, observe that B doubtless opposes the 
copy of the scriptures in Ignatius’ library [this name is not mentioned 
with Did Ath Cyr™* and Cyr4!* by Tischendorf nor indeed in Jacobsen's 
edition of Ignatius] for Ign says (ad Magnesianos § viii.) οἱ yap θειότατοι 
προφῆται κατὰ Χριστὸν Ἰησοῦν ἔξησαν. Διὰ τοῦτο καὶ ἐδιώχθησαν, 
ἐνπνεόμενοι ὑπὸ τῆς χάριτος αὐτοῦ, εἰς τὸ πληροφορηθῆναι τοὺς 

252 
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ἀπειθοῦντας... Here von Soden now adds Athanasius to B for omission 
of Xprotov. If this be so as to Ath it is a wonderful commentary upon 
the junction of B and Alexandria. (In the Benedictine edition of 1698 © 
of Ath. Χριστου is found.) 

Again when we consult Clement of Rome (1. 34) we find that he 
quotes the passage in 1 Cor. ii. 9 as ‘‘ λέγει γάρ᾽ ὀφθαλμὸς οὐκ εἶδεν, καὶ 
ods οὐκ ἤκουσεν, καὶ ἐπὶ } καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου οὐκ ἀνέβη, ὅ ὅσα ἡτοίμασεν τοῖς 

ὑπομένουσιν αὐτόν. 

While ABC agree as to the οσα of Clem® for a of the rest, they have, 

like the other Mss, ἀγαπῶσιν and not ὑπομένουσιν. Had B exhibited 

υπομενουσιν we might have thought indeed that the conjunction of B and 
, Clem® indicated a “ neutral” text. 

In the reference to this passage in Polycarp™™ the matter is as 
follows : 

Πρὸ ὀφθαλμῶν γὰρ εἶχον φυγεῖν τὸ αἰώνιον καὶ μηδέποτε σβεννύμενον 
πῦρ, καὶ τοῖς τῆς καρδίας ὀφθαλμοῖς ἀνέβλεπον τὰ τηρούμενα τοῖς 
ὑπομείνασιν ἀγαθὰ, ἃ οὔτε ods ἤκουσεν, οὔτε ὀφθαλμὸς ἴδεν, οὔτε ἐπὶ 
καρδίαν ἀνθρώπου ἀνέβη (leaving out the last clause here, as in Clem®> 

τι. 11) ἐκείνοις δὲ ὑπεδείκνυτο ὑπὸ τοῦ Κυρίου, οἵπερ μηκέτι ἄνθρωποι ἀλλ᾽ 
ἤδη ἄγγελοι ἦσαν. The passage continues: Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰς τὰ θηρία 
κριθέντες ὑπέμειναν δεινὰς καλάσεις, κήρυκας μὲν ὑποστρωννύμενοι καὶ 
ἄλλαις ποικίλαις βασάνοις... where it will be observed that the expression 
υπεμειναν finds a place. 

Similarly at 1 Cor. iv. 4 where the phrase ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐν τούτῳ 

δεδικαίωμαι is quoted by Clem®° as ἀλλ᾽ οὐ παρὰ τοῦτο ϑεδιβαίώμαι we 
do not find that B agrees. : 

Or at Hebr. i. 4 for τοσουτω κρειττων Clem® (1. 36) has τοσουτω 
μειζων. Not so B, although B elides των before ἀγγέλων with Clem®. 

Or at Hebr. iii. 5 if B added θεράπων as does Clem®° after πίστος as 
to Moses we might presuppose a common “neutral” original. 

(Of course we have to make allowances for Clement’s fusion of 
different parts as in 1.36 Heb. viii. 1-3 is merged with Heb. iv. 15 
quite libere.) 

At Matt. x. 16 B finesses with εἰς μέσον Avewy for ev peow λυκὼν of 
the rest, undoubtedly because the words follow the verb of action 
ἀποστέλλω ὑμᾶς. He does not do it in the parallel at Luke x. 3, but 
there D is found with pecov for ev μεσω. A reference to Clem® (Epist. 
11, v.) would seem to show that his copy of the Scriptures agreed with 
our general authorities against both B and D. Hence B and D are 
opposing the “ neutral” text instead of preserving it. 

Again, for ἄδικοι in 1 Cor. vi. 9 we find οἱ οἰχοφθέβοι in Ignatius 
(Eph. 16). There is no trace of this in B. 

At Ephes v. 25 where we read οἱ ἄνδρες ἀγαπᾶτε τὰς γυναῖκας καθὼς 
καὶ ὁ Χριστὸς ἠγάπησεν τὴν ἐκκλησίαν, we find the counterpart in Ignatius 

(ad Polyc 5) but Ignatius substitutes τὰς συμβίους for ras γυναίκας. No 
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trace in B. Further, if B, as Polycarp, read adov for Oavatov in Act ii. 24, 

we might infer a “neutral” text for B. But it is D and latin which 
agree with Polycarp as also [ren Epiph Pseud-Ath Thdt and Fac. 

Again, Act xxi. 14 Polyc™™ has to θέλημα του θεου γενεσθω, which is 
the reading of D* [neglected by von Soden| and Tert 1/2, while most 
read with Tert 1/2 the same order τὸ θέλημα του κυρίου γενεσθω, but NABCE 

are furthest away with the order tov xupiov To θέλημα γεν ἐσθω. 
Again, B opposes Polycarp at 1Jo. iv. 3 omitting ev caps ἐληλυθοτα, 

whereas Polycarp distinctly says: πᾶς yap ὃς ἂν μὴ ὁμολογῇ ᾿Ιησοῦν 
Χριστὸν ἐν σαρκὶ ἐληλυθέναι, ἀντίχριστός ἐστι. Notwithstanding this, 
W-H omit [without a word in the margin] and Soden brackets it in his 
text and does not say a word about Polycarp in his notes. 

As showing that Polycarp was really quoting 1 Jo. iv. 3 as it stood 
in his copy of the Epistle, be follows it by quoting part of 1 Jo. iv. 9 in 
the very next section (viii.) of his letter to the Philippians. 

Hermas, close to James iv. 7 “ avricrnte (δὲ) τῷ διαβόλῳ καὶ φεύξεται 
ag’ tar,” says: ἐὰν οὖν dvtictis αὐτὸν νικηθεὶς φεύξεται ἀπὸ σοῦ 
κατῃσχυμμένος. 

Had we found κατησχυμμενος in B we might certainly think we had a 

separate relic of an ancient text, but such evidences are not forthcoming. 
Justin", referring to Matt. vii. 15, says: εἶπε γὰρ πολλοὶ 

ἐλεύσονται ἐπὶ τῷ ὀνόματί pov, ἔξωθεν ἐνδεδυμένοι δέρματα προβάτων, 
ἔσωθεν δὲ εἰσι λύκοι ἅρπαγες. 

If we found εξωθεν in B we might consider it “neutral” or basic, 
but we do not find it. For Justin repeats the full verse (after interposing 
1 Cor. xi. 18): προσέχετε ἀπὸ τῶν ψευδοπροφητῶν οἵτινες ἐλεύσονται πρὸς 
ὑμᾶς ἔξωθεν ἐνδεδυμένοι δέρματα προβάτων ἔσωθεν δὲ εἰσι λύκοι ἅρπαγες 
again using ἔξωθεν. In both cases Justin uses ἐνδεδυμένοι δέρματα 
προβάτων for the usual ἐν ἐνδύμασιν προβάτων. 

Notice that Justin seems to be quoting from his copy of the 
Scriptures and not entirely from memory, for when he deals with 
Mark viii. 31, which he does twice at considerable intervals, he substitutes 

in both places καὶ σταυρωθῆναι for καὶ ἀποκτανθῆναι. The same remark 
applies to Justin’s twofold quotation of Mark viii. 11/12. 

Also at Luke xi. 52 notice ἔχετε of Justin. If we found this 

(instead of npate, or ἐκρυψατε D 157 a ὁ d syr cu sin diatess) we might 
then recognise it as a “neutral,” for Marcion and Tertullian appear to 
agree with Justin, and it is repeated by Ambrst Aug and Auct™**, 
although not exhibited by Tischendorf or Soden. 

“ Higher” and “ Lower” Criticism, 

Finally, observe that up to the time of Westcott and Hort the 
“lower criticism” had kept itself quite apart from so-called “higher 
criticism.” Since the publication of Hort’s text, however, and of that 
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of the Revisers, much of the heresy of our time has fallen back upon the 
supposed results acquired by the “‘lower criticism” to bolster up their 
views. By a policy of indecision ia the matter of the fundamental truths 
of the Christian religion—truths specifically set forth by its Founder,— 
and by a decided policy, on the other hand, of decision in the matter 
of heresy in the field of lower criticism, the beliefs of many have been 
shaken not only to their foundations, but they have been offered free 
scope to play the Marcion and excise whatever appeared extra-ordinary 

or unintelligible to them. Many, who should have raised their voices 
against the mischief wrought, have sat by in apathy or have wilfully 
fostered these heresies. Or, if not wilfully, they have assumed a faltering 
attitude which caused their ‘own students to misinterpret their masters’ 
lessons. Thus we have the spectacle of Thompson and Lake saying to 
Sanday: “We learned that from you,” and Sanday retorting : “I never 
meant to teach you that.” 

A man like the Dean of Durham, not content with preaching Christ- 

mas sermons at Westminster attacking the Virgin-birth, and vapouring 
in the United States about the close atmosphere of theological seminaries 
which he would like to burn to the ground, has nowf decided to introduce 

the “ Revised Version ” officially into the lectern of the ancient cathedral 
of Durham. I am therefore correct in coupling these matters. 

Reiteration of Hort’s dicta by his followers is not proof. Let some- 
one take the dozen “ Alexandrian ” readings of B which I have adduced — 
the existence of which in B was denied by Hort—and prove that they 
are in no wise Alexandrian. Then we can discuss the matter further. 
Mr. Horner asked me why I had neglected Athanasius’ testimony in 
my volume upon the date of the Bohairic version. I told him, first 
because the editions of Athanasius were unsatisfactory, and secondly 
because the matter of Athanasius and Alexandria belonged as much or 
more to B as to δὲ. 

Let somebody explain how B comes to oppose the sub-apostolic 
Fathers, deliberately in places, if we are to accept Hort’s assurance about 

B being “ neutral.” Until that is done, let us away with “dicta” and 
go by proof. 

Further Test of a Neutral Text. ἢ 

ARISTIDES. 

The previous exhibit has carried us up toa certain point, but the 
study would not be complete without a few words more as to what 
would really constitute a “‘ neutral” text in B or N. 

t “ Dean Hensley Henson, just promoted to Durham, has announced that the Revised 
Version of the Bible will in future be used in the Cathedral.”—Public Opinion, 
April 4, 1918. 
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And first, let us assume that B or δὲ exhibited a foundation text 

approximating the quotations from or wording of such a document as the 
second-century Apology of Aristides, for the Greek of which see the 

Dean of Wells’ edition in ‘Texts and Studies,’ vol. i, No. 1. Were 

that the case, we should be compelled to look upon the matter very 
differently. If, for instance, at 2 Cor. ix. 7, we found ἀνεπιφθονως ἡ for 

(μη) ἐξ ἀνάγκης we might well say that we had found a “neutral” text 
quite different from later ones, but such a thing is not found in & or B. 

Similarly if in Titus ii. 12 we should read in Β ὁσίως καὶ δικαίως 
ζῶντες as Aristides (ἢ xv. 18) 1 instead of σωφρόνως καὶ δικαίως καὶ εὐσεβῶς 

ζήσωμεν we should certainly see a foundation text of the time of Aristides, 

but we do not find this. || 

The only result of such a comparison is the wonderment which it 
engenders in us that Christianity had already so filled men’s minds that, 
having read the Christian writings, as he says he had (mentioned in 
close connection with these passages), such language, close to but not 
exactly scriptural, should issue from his mouth.f The picture from 
Aristides’ pen (or that of his chronicler) is one of the most beautiful in 
the world as a comment on the early Christian order and the execution 
by its votaries of the Master’s maxims and of the words of his apostles, 

and it goes far to explain the mental attitude of the apostolic and 
sub-apostolic Fathers and their circumlocutory quotations of New 
Testament Scripture. They were so steeped in the maxims and prac- 
tices of the cult that words flowed from their lips and their pens 
close to but not verbally exact as to Scriptural diction. They were 
permeated with the spirit of Christianity and ‘the letter’’ was flexible in 
their hands. 

THEODOTUS (circa 190). 

To take a more positive example, after the above negative exhibition, 

let us consider other early witnesses, and first as to Lwke ix. 27, always a 
difficult text, and a ‘rock of offence” to many. We will ask what 
Theodotus read there. Tischendorf does not give his testimony under 
Luke. I extract it from Theodoti Eclogae (Fabric. Bibl. Gr. vol. v. p. 136) 

where we read: - 

¢ Aristides xv. 12) is speaking of: ‘“‘and he who has gives to him who has not 
without grudging.” He is referring to what he saw as the outcome of the Pauline 
maxim in 2 Cor. ix. 9 (Ps. exii. 9). 

1 The preaching of Peter (Clem Strom vi. 39) has οσιως καὶ δικαίως μανθάνοντες 
which is not as close to Titus as Aristides. 

|| Soden quotes Aristides’ order: “ ~ evo.. .dux. I*?!? Ku'.” 
4 Had the apology been forged it is impossible to conceive that the late forger 

would not have incorporated actual phrases frem the N.T. instead of the smoother 
picture conveyed by the Athenian philosopher. 
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εἰσί τινες τῶν ὧδε ἑστηκότων ὃ (sic) οὐ μὴ γεύσονται θανάτου ἕως ἂν 
ἴδωσι τὸν ὑιὸν τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐν δόξῃ. 

SB do not read thus, but D and Origen (του δὲ λουκα :--} read τον 
viov Tov ανθρωπου ερχομενον ev τη δοξη avrov. 

NB therefore oppose Origen here and D. Origen seems to be definite 
as to his reading being from Luke. True, we read ὡδὲ for αὐτου [the 
regular text is εἰσίν τινες τῶν aU τ 0d ἑστηκότων οἱ οὐ μὴ γεύσωνται θανάτου 
ἕως ἂν ἰδωσιν τὴν βασιλείαν τοῦ θεοῦ in Luke] and we is read in 

Matt xvi. 28 (but Epiphan there αὐτου and Mark ix. 1), but εστωτων or 
εἐστωτες is the regular reading in Matthew. 

In Matthew Origen reads epy. ev τὴ βασιλεία αὐτου (η) ev τὴ δοξη 
αυτου bis. 

The regular text is (τον υἱον τοῦ ἀνθρωπου) ερχομενον εν τη βασιλεια 
αυτου. 

N° 38 118 245 435 y* a copt Basil and Epiph™! read epy. ev tn δοξη 
«αυτου. 

The Theodotus or Valentinian quotation therefore remains the 
shortest, being without epyouevov and without αὐτου fin, and conveying a 
very different sense.t 

Now elsewhere Origen has said that “he knows of no others who 
have altered the Gospel save the followers of Marcion and those of 
Valentinus,” but here he goes with the very text as upheld by the latter. 

Have we got the true text in 8*B? We have certainly not re- 
established the Origenian reading. 

HERACLEONt (circa 170). 

Or consult John iv. 18 as to the woman of Samaria, where Heracleon 

would have it that she had had siz husbands instead of five. If B showed 
this we might say it was certainly a second-century text. 

' ATHENAGORAS (circa 175). 

Or, consult 2 Cor v. 10 in connection with Athenagoras* τῶλττ. 
Upon opening Tischendorf a wide difference of opinion is visible, not only 
among the Fathers, but between N and B, for δὲ prefers ayadov ete 

gavrov with Orig*?"* while B writes ἀγαθὸν ete κακὸν with Orig®, but 
Athenagoras says neither; he writes: 

ἕκαστος κομίσηται δικαίως ἃ δεὰ τοῦ σώματος ἔπραξεν, εἴτε ἀγαθὰ 
εἴτε κακά. 

{.In all three synoptics the account of the Transfiguration immediately follows, 
So that Theodotus follows his quotation by saying: εἶδον οὖν καὶ ἐκοιμηθησὰν 6, τε mérpos 
καὶ ἰάκωβος καὶ ᾿ιωάννης, without the slightest discussion of a various reading, except what 
might possibly be inferred from “‘ καὶ τὸ ἐνταῦθα ὀφθὲν ody’ ὕστερον τοῦ ἄνω x.t.d.”” 

+ See! beyond under the heading of “‘ Marcion ” for further examples. 
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This seems rather an interesting place, for Tischendorf does not refer 

to the addition here of δικαίως by Athenag. It should be considered in 
connection with the variety of reading of ta δια του σωματος of the 

ordinary text and Clem Orig*?s εὐ τὲ ας, on the one hand, and τα ἐδια 

τα σωματα on the other hand of d e fg vg goth arm Orig *'™ al. 
and Zeno “ corporis sui merita.” 

(Athenag has a curious addition also in 1 Cor xv. 53 for which I 

know of no other authority: “ ὅτι δεῖ (κατὰ τὸν ἀπόστολον) τὸ φθαρτὸι: 
τοῦτο καὶ διασκεδαστὸν ἐνδύσασθαι apbpaciav...’’) 

In that very difficult text Matt v. 28, ἴῃ which to know what was 
first written seems impossible, δὲ and B divide. 

τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι N* 236 Clem Orig'* Quaest™ Isid Tert! 
τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτὴν ΒΒ mult Thpl Orig*™ Eus Const Ps-Ath 
τὸ ἐπιθυμῆσαι αὐτῆς «NM al. Just Athenag Orig*™ 

and we find δὲν with Justin and Athenagoras (latt) but Ephr goes with δὲν 
and Clem. (Ephr quicumque aspicit et concupiscit tantum). (Athenagoras 
alone seems to use the perfect here μεμοίχευκεν for ἐμοίχευσεν.) 

In this verse for the varieties βλέπων, εμβλεπων, Brewras, εμβλεψας, 
οστις εμβλεπει, ος av εμβλεψη, it is Theophilus, another second-century 

witness, who exhibits the simple ἐδων. 
In Matt v. 44/45 on the other hand we find A thenagoras solely with 

latin [not d k] syriac Naass Clem"™ Iren™ and Tert, against NB and the 
Greeks, giving us a serious variation in verse 45 of ὅπως γένησθε ὑιοὶ τοῦ 

πατρὸς ὑμῶν τοῦ ἐν οὐρανοῖς, ὃς τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλει KT. 

This ὅς of Athenag replaces the ὅτε of the Greeks and d k, and 
with Naass (both second-century witnesses) quite neutralises the witness 

of the rest. 
(JustinAP! hag...cal τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλει... (libere), but 

Just, τὸν ἥλιον αὐτοῦ ἀνατέλλοντα.) 
Here the new editor von Soden springs a surprise on us; he makes 

a warranted and rather welcome, if bold and unusual departure from 
recent critical rules, by taking os into his text (to the exclusion of ot:) 
without Greek ms support for és. He says in his upper notes: “ote 
1 os I-H-K gg Mp lov Ta Αθην Ir ΨΚᾺ Tert Np Hil Lue Naaco Man sy 
pa? lat, οστις [* #98 370 148 Hyo,” supplying Greek Ms witnesses for 
οστις but not os. Tertullian should be consulted in full however for he 

quotes in different ways, and once (contra Marcion 1/2) ‘‘ pluentem...” 

exactly as Justin™ 2?" ἀνατέλλοντα. 

THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH (circa 180). 

Theophilus *!. tii. xiv) after a quotation from Isaiah, adds from 

Matt v. 44/46: τὸ δὲ εὐωγγέλιον : ἀγαπᾶτε, φησὶ, τοὺς ἐχθροὺς ὑμῶν, καὶ 
προσεύχεσθε ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐπηρεαζόντων ὑμᾶς " ἐὰν γὰρ ἀγαπᾶτε τοὺς ἀγαπῶντας 
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ὑμᾶς ποῖον μισθὸν ἔχετε; So far, observe,:.with: the general run of 
authorities, except for ayamwate (instead of ayamrnonte) with J some 
cursives Justin Athenag (as Luke), and ποῖον (for τινα, so Athenag) with 
no others apparently, but compare Luke vi. 33 ποία as Evst 50 here in 
Matthew. ; 

But now he continues: τοῦτο καὶ of λησταὶ καὶ. οἱ τελῶναι ποιοῦσι. 

The exact wording does not matter so much as that instead of the 
question of most: ovxs καὶ οἱ τελῶναι οὕτως. ποιοῦσι, with Theophilus it 
assumes the form of a statement. 

Does B agree? No, B does not. But δὲ does, and. so does boh 

(that despised late boh!) and so does syr sin and practically syr cu, 

confirmed by Aphraates, and by the persian version as well. 

This form obtains in Luke vi. 83 καὶ οἱ ἀμαρτωλοι To αὐτο ποιουσιν, 
but δὲ does not draw from Luke since he uses the rest of the Matthaean 
terminology. Cf. Merx ad loc: pp. 107/119 and note what he says on 
p- 119. Merx neglects Theophilus but mentions Justin's καὶ yap ot πορνοι 
τουτο ποιουσι, also deliberately in the form of a statement, quite neglecting 
the ovys. Observe verse 47 in this connection whence ovy: probably 
ascended to the verse above. 

NaASSENI (circa 200). 

Or take another early series of witnesses. In John x. 9 Naass™'? are 
reported for ‘“‘ δια τουτο φησι Neyer ο inoous * eyo εἰμί ἡ TUAN ἡ αληθινη." 
Had this attribute of vA been found in B we might think we had 
recovered something ancient. 

HIPPoLytus. (circa 220). 

All this may be said to be very fragmentary evidence and open to 
* the objection of memorial quotations. 

Very well. Let us take another most interesting witness, viz. 
Hippolytus, who, like Lucifer, frequently quotes at such length from 
both Old and New Testaments that it is absolutely beyond question that 
he was copying from his exemplar of the Scriptures. 

Hippolytus cites 1 Thess. iv. 13-17, 2 Thess. ii. 1-12, in full.t 

t It is a remarkable thing that Hippolytus has transmitted to us his text of 
2 Thess, ii. 1-12, for these verses contain a detailed prophetic utterance by St. Paul 
concerning the history of the last times and of Christ's coming again to displace the 
lawless one (6 ἄνομος), and every word therefore is precious, down to the important 
πέμπει or πέμψει of verse 11, Hipp. maintains πέμψει, against NB, and has the support 
in another language of Cornelius (Pope Α.». 252) and of Victorin (a.p. 294), both writing 
at length on the subject, with mittet. Similarly Victorin confirms της apaprias of Hipp. 
with peecati in verse 8 where Cornelius does not quote. 
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In the face of these quotations it is seen how loosely Turner argues 
when he says “‘ Hort was the last and perhaps the ablest of a long line of 
editors of the Greek Testament, commencing in the eighteenth century, 

who very tentatively at first, but quite ruthlessly in the end, threw over the 

LATER in favour of the EARLIER Greek MSS, and that issue will never have 

to be tried again.” 
But permit me to ask what Mr. Turner means by this light-hearted 

sentence. What does he mean by earlier and later Manuscripts? He 
cannot mean that Hippolytus’ manuscript was later than that of B? 
Yet, allow me to state that in these long passages, comprising twelve 
consecutive verses from one epistle and four from the other, Hippolytus’ 

early third-century mst is found generally on the side of what Turner 
would call the “later” mss. Has he ever consulted these important 

passages before writing down so positively statements which seem to 
me to be extremely misleading ? 

The matter, in detail, reduces itself to this: 

1 Thess. 

iv. 13. It is the cursives 31 and 73 with demid which omit adeddoz 

as does Hipp. 
ibid. Hipp has xexotpnpevov with DEFGKL pluy and other 

Fathers, against the κοιμωμενων of SAB etc. 

ibid. Hipp(?) has ὡς with N"D*FG 47 Orig Bas, against καθὼς of 

N*B ell. 
14. Hipp has καὶ o Geos with the mass, against ο Geos καὶ of B, 

now supported by other of Soden’s codices. 
17. Hipp has περιλειπόμενοι with the mass, against B’s περι- 

λειμενοι. 

ibid. Hipp has συν Kupiw with the mass and Orig Eus, against B’s 
improvisation of ev Κυριω. 

il, 1. Hipp has tov Κυρίου ἡμων with the mass and Orig Tert, while 
B omits ἡμων. 

3. Hipp has τῆς apaptias with ADEFGKULP minn® verss" 

Orig 4/5 Orig™ Eus Chr Thdt Dam Iren™ Aug, against τὴς 
ἀνομίας of NB minn® Sod™ sah boh Orig 1/5 Tert (Ambr 
Amobrst). 

The non-agreement of Origen’s quotations, with preponderance 
against SB, the adhesion of the Coptic versions, and the way in which 
Epiph turns it (0 vios τῆς ἀνομίας ὁ avOpwros τῆς αδικιας) taken in 
connection with ἀνομίας and avoywos in verses 7 and 8, all point to 
revision by NB, in which Hipp does not share. It is the usual 
‘Egyptian ” revision, for Latins and Syriac Goth and Aeth go with 
Hipp and the mass. 

t Or very likely ἃ second-century text. 
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Note in verse 12 NB with Origen write ἀλλα ευδοκήσαντες, instead of 
add’ evdox., conforming to the usual Coptic or Egyptian method. 
2 The 

“di. 4. Hipp with FG Orig 5/7 Procop 1/2 has καὶ emaspouevos, 
against καὶ ὑπεραιρομενος 8*B Orig 2/7 and most (δὲ ἢ omits). 

8. Hipp has o κυριος Incous with SNAD*E*FGL*’P etc. and most 
Fathers, against o xuptos of BD°E**KL* etc. 

10. Hipp has της αδικιας with S°DEKLP al. pl, against αδικιας 
of N*ABFG al. pauc. Orig etc. 

ibid. Hipp has ev tots απολλυμενοῖς with N°D°EKL αἱ. pl, against 
τοις αἀπολλ. of N*ABDFG (Orig is on both sides here, as 

so often). 

11. Hipp has πεμψει with N°D°EKLP al. pl and other Fathers, 
against πεμπει of N*ABD*E* (Orig again divided). 

Thus, there is no such thing as “earlier” and “later” mss in 

this connection. Hippolytus’ Ms was “early” enough to be of service 
here and to indicate that what Turner (and others) would designate the 

readings and leanings of “the later Mss” are not “later” at all, but 
go to the second century or at latest to the first quarter of the third 
century. The question is not at all of “earlier” or “later” mss, but 

as to which of two readings current in the second century was the correct 
one. And as to this B evidently has no more to say than F. 

If we seek a “neutral” base in B, why does B not convey the 
“ shorter ” text with Hipp, as at 

1 Thess, iv. 16 where he omits apyayyeXou, or 

2Thess. ii 10 ,, 3 4, 5, εἰς To σωθῆναι avtovs ? 

Marcion. 

Let us enquire for a moment further in a region where Marcion’s 
testimony is available what the situation is there. We will take the first 
half of St. Luke’s Gospel so as not to be too wordy, ch.i—xii. Let us 
see how far any proof offers of B being really “neutral.” Hereabouts 
also Clem4'** and others offer valuable testimony. 

And first: 
If with NL at Luke ii. 44 B omitted καὶ τοῖς γνωστοις, we might. call 

it “neutral,” because Ev Thom also omits. 
Or at 1. 16 if B omitted avtos as do N* and Heracl (ex Clem*®). 

For observe that NB aeagree with Heracl (Clem) in the next verse, iii. 17, 

for διακαθαραι instead of και διακαθαριει. 
Or at iv. 19 where the quotation from Isaiah is cut short by Hust 34 

Origen and Athan (these not noticed by Soden) who omit ἀποστεῖλαι to 

Sexrov, but not B. Had B cut this short, we could presuppose a 
shortened basic “neutral” form reproduced by B and added to by 
others, but it is not so. 
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Or at v. 14 jin. where Epiph and Tert disagree as to Marcion’s text. 
Had B given us ὑμὶν before εἰς μαρτυριον αὐτοῖς of most as Epiph** (or 
wa εἰς μαρτυριον ἡ ὑμειν Touro as D* and other Latins and Tert™**) we 

might consider this neutral. 
Or at v. 86 where Dial twice gives (ez) ἐματίω παλαίω confirmed by 

Epiph™” to which agree MI 122 (elsewhere 122 goes with B) 301 
406 f* a b Tert™,t but not B who has ems ἐματιον παλαίον with most. 

As to ewe with the dative consult Winer, Eng. edition, pp. 488 seq. 
Or at vi. 9 where Το το has ‘‘ Licetne sabbatis benefacere annon”’ 

for εἰ εἕεστιν tw σαββατω αἀγαθοποιησαι ἡ κακοποιησαι, but B 

shows no sign of this 7 ov. 
Or at vi. 22 where Clem'* has a shortened and graphic form, 

““μαάκαριοι εὖτε οταν οἱ ἀνθρωποι μισησωσιν vas, οταν αφορισωσιν, οταν 

εκβαλωσι To ονομα vw ὡς πονηρον ενεκα vtov avOpwrov,” but not so Β. 

There must be some basis for the omission of καὶ ονειδισωσιν, for the 

order varies in others, Tert™" confirming ονειδ, καὶ exBar. while D latins 

and Cypr have εκβαλ. και overs. 

In other words the shortened form of text in B proves upon examina- 
tion to rest upon an insecure foundation, for the ‘make-up ”’ of it includes 
a number of passages [see under “ Solecisms of B’’] where B not only 
stands alone, but which W-H do not consider to represent the ‘‘ neutral”’ 
text, whereas in the examples given above (for argument’s sake) the 
adhesion of B might have lent colour to the Hortian theory. 

Or if, for instance, B omitted in Luke vi. 48 τεθεμέλίωτο yap ewe τὴν 

metpav as 604 syr sin, for observe that in this same chapter: 
vi. 26. --οἱ πατερες avtwy is omitted by B 604 only with sah syr sin. 
So that what is possibly basic here may well be also exhibited by 604 

syr sin only at vi. 48. 
The whole of chapter vi. deserves fresh study. 
Observe vi. 31. -- καὶ vets ΒΒ 604 Paris” ὦ ffl vg? Iren™ 

34, -eore B 604 ὁ aeth 
In ix. 20 observe -- με λέγετε ewvat 604 Dial (aeth) but not B. 

Similarly at i. 21 --εν tw vaw by 604 with the important cursives 
108 142 al® Sod*** might with propriety be observed in B for the “‘ shorter 
text” if really an exceptionally ‘‘ neutral” text. Here syr sin is wanting. 
For at this place we note the usual change of order, a barometric pressure, 
indicative of addition to a basic shorter text: 

ev To χρονίζειν ev TW vaw αὑτὸν BULWEY 2° Paris” soli 
és, ὟΣ 23 αυτον εν τωναω = Nrell (praeter min® om. ev τω vaw) 

and ὦ ὃ ὦ do not express avtor. 

} Teriullian’s Latin (against Iren'™), ‘nowwm additamentum inictt VETERI VvESTI- 
MENTO” agrees with Epiphanius’ Greek, which neither Tischendorf nor Soden have 
noticed, 
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Similarly, as regards other cursives. Observe 

uk ; 
re 1. 44. --εν αγαλλιασει by 33 but not B 

xii. 12. —ev αὐτή tn wpa by 33 and Origen but not B 
xviii. 34. ro ρημα (—tovto) D fam 1 25 157 291 it! coupled with syr cu 

and sin, sah 1/7 and δορὶ and arm, but not B. 
John 

viii. 52. tis tov ἐμὸν Aoyov 33 Origen soli, but not B. 

If B omitted της Συριας at Luke ii. 2. 88 does syr hier we might think 
it basic. Or if B omitted της Iovéacas in Luke i. 5 as do Evan 255 

[neglected by Soden] and diatess we might talk of neutrality for B. Or 
at Luke iii. 1 where δὲ omits τῆς sovdacas after ποντίου πίλατου as does 

+ vi. 27, 28, 29, 80 (of. also verse 31). Had B shown us either Justin's 
or Clement's forms of these verses we might think B were 
neutral, but B does not offer us their text. 

45. Dial [negl. Sod] omits with ff [negl. Tisch] rns καρδιας after ex 
του ayabou Onoavpov. Not so B. [At ix. 2 where Dial omits” 
τους ἀσθενεις with B Hort follows. ] 

46, τι pe Neyere D 28 Clem™** et d Iren™ bis Orig™ dicitis, 
while B and most have τὲ δε μεικαλειτε. (K 259 2° λαλειτε.) 

Very noticeable hereabouts in. chapter. vi. and chapter vii. 
are omissions of δὲ not shared by B. Among these note: 

vii. 20. —oc avdpes &, whereas B and most have πρὸς αὐτὸν οἱ 
avSpes, while D 88 a dr sah (aeth syr hier) have οἱ avdpes προς 
avrov, the varying order suggesting that N’s base may be 
original. Cf. syr sin syr pesh. 

25. διαγοντες (pro υπαρχοντες) of Clem DKII al. finds no echo in B. 
27 fin. -τ-εμπρόσθεν σὺ D 122" [negl. Sod] ad lr Tert™™ 

(non liquet Epiph™*") but B and the rest have it. 
38. εβρεξε (pro ἡρξατο Bpexewv) Epiph™* bis [negl. Sod] and D 

[male Sod de 604] it?! syr cu sin but not B. 
89. Had Hort found ἡ αἀπτομενὴ for tis ἀπτέται here he would 

surely have thought it “neutral,” for so writes Origen, 
confirmed by D®. 

viii. 3. Had B and any cursives read era:pas for etepas here, as does 
the codex Alexandrinus repeated by Sod*, we might even 
have had this forced into the new printed text as “ neutral.” 

24. τη θαλασση pro τω κλυδωνι του vdatos Epiph™*™ bis, while Ὁ 
omits tov vdatos. Notso B. (Sod? 1884. add καὶ rn θαλασση 
before tw κλυδωνι.) ae 

27. Ὁ a ἃ y** H** vg? (copt) diatess omit τις [Sod neglects all 
but Ὁ and a], but while most write ἀνὴρ τις, B has τὶς avnp, 

as if τις had been supplied from the margin of the archetype 
and placed in a doubtful position (cf. copt). 
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λεγοῦσιν ot pabytat (pro at Se αἀποκρίθεντες εἰπον) Dial 

simpliciter et of. syr sah contra B rell. 

Had B used σταυρωθηναι (for αποκτανθηναι) here as do Justin 

Theodot and Dial we might have thought this “ neutral.” 
—orwes noav Epiph™* bis (non liquet accurate Tert) and 

syr cu sin, not B, while Ὁ a d Arnob have ἣν δὲ as most 

Latins, showing something fundamentally different in the 
original base. 
—o οφθεντες Epiph'™™ bis. 
π- και Sieotpappevn Epiph™* bis Tert™* and a [negl. Sod] e, 

but not B. 
[Here Epiph and Tert agree, while below Tert has quousque 

ero apud vos (—Kat aveEouat υμων), While Epiph bis has ews 
ποτε ανεξομαι ὑμῶν (— ews ποτε ecopat προς ὑμας).] Syr cu sin 

reverse the order from ἀπίστος καὶ διεστραμ. to διεστραμ. και 
αἀπιστος, a8 another barometric indication, while diatess-arab 

quoting from Matthew xvii. 17 holds the Matthaean and 
Lucan order amictos καὶ διεστραμ. Syr cu in Matt reverses 
the usual order there to διεστραμ. καὶ ἄπιστος aS syr Cu sin 
in Luke. 

. —mpetrov Tert™™ Orig et Const cum Paris” d r et D*? (cf. 
D** πρωτον ante οἰκιαν). Non B. 

. Cf. Ignat Hipp Cypr against B and the rest. 
. Is there anything neutral about δεδωκα by NBC*LX al. pauc 

it?! Orig etc., against the express διδωμε of Justin Iren'™ Eus 
confirmed by Ὁ ¢ d syr cu sin [against Aphraat Ephr] syr 
pesh diatess and the rest of the Greeks? Soden actually sup- 
presses the witness of Justin. 

. πκαὶ βασίλεις Tert™™ confirmed by D ὦ andae ffil Method. 

Not B. 

ovtes Dial and Epiph™**™* Cyr™* Ath with NDKMXTI and 

several notable cursives including 157 and 213 (= Sod), 
against B ete. vrapyovtes. 

. Of. Tert™* [which Soden neglects] and D 130 251 latt syr 
cu sin against B and the rest. 

. ov φανερωθησεται (pro ov αποκαλυφθησεται Β γε) Ὁ (et ἃ a 
non revelabitur) Ter¢™* non patefiet. 

. Barew (pro euBarev) DW Epiph™” © ClemTe contra B 

rell ἐμβαλεῖν. (Is not Soden wrong in quoting Justin for 
βαλειν Ὁ) 

. πτῶν αγγελων δὲ 259 Epiph™* Τόν 

. φερωσιν Clem Origen Οὐ confirmed by D ὦ q against 
εἰσφερωσιν NBLX al. pauc. and προσφερωσιν A rell, May 

I ask why eodepwow should be “neutral” rather than 
φερωσιν ὃ 
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CODEX Β AND ITS ALLIES. 

This is followed in DNR (lait) and Clem by εἰς τας 

συναγωγας for emt tas cuvay. Cf. Tisch ad loc. . 
—n prim. Clem Orig Cyr” confirmed by Ὁ 157 Jatt syr 
aeth (cf. copt). 
κριτὴν tantum --ἡ μεριστὴν Tert™® confirmed by D rz ὃ 28 
33 syr cw sin, while the others vary as to their amplification of 
xpitny, 157 going so far as to substitute apyovta και δικαστην 
for δικαστην ἡ μεριστὴν ΟΥ KpiTny ἡ μερίστην. And sah 1/6 has 

μεριστὴν without xpitny or δικαστην, while aeth reverses the 
order (always a suspicious sign) giving “ divider and judge.”’ 
Surely Marcion and D look more “‘ neutral” than B. 

. —avatravov 36 [negl Sod] and Clem” cat ox (ff, sed aliter 8) 
against the rest. 
τίνος (pro tive) Tert™™ confirmed by d and latt (cujus) 

Tren™ Cypr,and in Greek by D Clem 1/3 Antioch, but as 
the Latin lends itself to this, although cui is possible, and 

Clem has twos once and ti twice this passage cannot be 
emphasised. 
Ὁ a ὃ ἃ omit the verse and Clem does not quote. 
mos oute νηθει ovre vpawet Clem confirmed by D a ὦ syr cu 
sin Tisch** Sod** against πὼς avEave * ov coma οὐδὲ νηθει of 
NB and most and W-H ἐπέ. 
tyra =Tert™* Clem, confirmed by Ὁ (ὦ Tert quaerunt), 

against em{nte of A unc? Bas Ath, and επιζητουσιν of 

NBLTX fam 13 88 Paris’ ff l rand f Tert™. If we seek 
a neutral, &re: appears the more probable. ; 

ο πατὴρ (--υμω) Epiph™™ bis, ὁ τ. 
N has ὑμῶν o πατὴρ as sah boh. os 
B rell ο πατὴρ υμων. 

καὶ εαν ἔλθη τη ἐσπερτινὴ φυλακὴ D (faml)bce d.fil 
confirmed by Hpiph™” and Iren'™, as against καὶ εαν ἔλθη εν 
τη Sevtepa pur. καὶ ev τή τρίτη φυλ. Of most, or καν εν TH 

Sevrepa καὶ εν τὴ τριτη dur. of NBLTX 33 131 Cyr" sah ete. 
Had B exhibited Marcion’s and D’s version Hort should 
surely have acclaimed it “ neutral,” whereas there are two 
separate recensions apparently outside of Marcion and Ὁ lait. 
Clem does not quote. 
Order : καὶ to pepos αὐτου Once μετα των ἀπίστων Dial Caes 
supported by D d γ2 gat vg® sah boh syr, against καὶ To pepos 
αὐτου peta Tov ἀπίστων Once of B and most. This is not an 
uninteresting place, for while the Latins go with B® here in 
Luke, it is to be observed that in Matthew xxiv. 51 although 
θησει follows vroxpitwv there in Greek, D and most Latins 

place ponet before μετα as Dial in Luke. That Dial and Caes 
are from Luke is proved by their holding ἀπίστων against 
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Luke 

νυποκριτων of Matthew which only X fam 1 and a few cursives 
substitute in Luke, while the diatess conflates. 

xii. 48. απαιτησουσιν Justin Epiph Clem Const Mac Bast 
Antioch [Soden only mentions Basil] confirmed by DU al”, 
against αἰτησουσιν of the rest. See under ‘“ Improvement” 
at xii. 20 further as to αἰτουσιν and απαιτουσιν. 

Besides if we wish to enquire what text was actually in use in 
Antioch in the middle of the fourth century, it would not, as regards the 
Acts at any rate, seem to have been that of NB or of what has been 

called the Antiochian or Constantinopolitan recension, but that of D! 
For Eustathius quoting Acts xvi. 16/19 has in verse 19 a text approxi- 
mating D in quite an exceptional manner [Sod neglects Hustath] : 

Eustath : Oeacapevor ovy οἱ κυριοι της θεραπαιίνιδος ws exTrodav ὠχετο 

TNS Epyacias αὐτων ἡ ελπις. 

D: ὡς δε εἰδαν (= syr) οἱ κυριοι της πεδισκης OTL ἀπεστερησθαι 

τῆς Epyacias αὑτῶν ns εἰχαν δι avTns. 

ordinary text: ἐδοντες Sef οἱ κυριοι αὑτῆς ore εξηλθεν ἡ ἔλπις THS Epyactas 
αὐυτων. 

The full quotation is subjoined. 

Act 
Xvi. 16/19. (ἐγένετο δὲ παιδίσκην) ἀπαντῆσαι τινά (φησιν) ἔχουσαν 

πνεῦμα πύθων os ἥπερ ἐργασίαν πολλὴν παρέχειτοϊς κυρίοις αὐτῆς 
μαντευομένη. τἴἰ τοιγαροῦν αὕτη κατακολουθέσασα τῷ Παύλῳ 
καὶ ἡμῖν ἔκραζε λέγουσα οὕτως Οὗτοι οἱ ἄνθρωποι δοῦλοι τοῦ 
θεοῦ τοῦ ὑψίστου εἰσὶ οἵτινες καταγγέλλουσιν ἡμῖν ὀδὸν 
σωτηρίας. Kal τοῦτο ἐπὶ πολλὰς ἔπραττεν ἡμέρας... 

παραγγέχλλω σοι (λέγων) ἐν ὀνόματι ᾿Ιησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐξελθεῖν ar’ 
αὐτῆς (εἶτα τὸ πρᾶγμα διηγούμενος ὁ συγγραφεὺς ἐπιφέρει) καὶ 
εξῆλθεν αὐτῇ τῇ ὥρα. 19 θεασάμενοι οὖν οἱ κυρίοι τῆς 
θεραπαινίδος ὡς ἐκποδὼν ὥχετο τῆς ἐργασίας αὐτῶν ἡ ἐλπὶς ἐπι- 

λαβόμενοι τὸν ἸΠαῦλον καὶ τὸν Σίλαν εἵλκυσαν εἰς τὴν ἀγορὰν 

ἐπὶ τοὺς ἄρχοντας... ἢ 

+ καὶ Wovres Β. ιδοντες (—copula) Ad, 

t 16. πυθωνος CD*EHLPS Cyr Did Lucif e gig πυθωνα NABC*D* 
88 61 vg Orig. 

ἀπαντησαι ADHLPS ὑπαντησαι ~=NBCE min® Orig. 

ἡπερ (pro ytis) new 

mapexet Galland (al. παρεσχενὴ Eustath. C παρειχετο, rell omn 
παρειχεν 

17 init. -Ἐ τοιγαροῦν  πόῖυ, prob. addition of Hustath as he narrates freely. 
κατακολουθεσασα, ACEHLP κατακολουθησασα; κατακολουθουσα NBD 

180 ; παρακολ. aliq. 

+ouras (post Xeyoura) new? No others apparently. Only copt +xe 
μιν (pro υμινὴ AC*HLP αἱ. ¢ sah? copt aeth Orig Luctf? Chr; vuw 

NBDEFSS vg syr arm acth 

25 
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REGARDING OUR “ JUNIOR” DocuUMENTS. 

I would like to make an observation here. 
It is of no use thinking we can hope to prosper in these studies by 

changing and re-changing the numbers and symbols attaching to our 
critical authorities. It only discourages the student, and leads to endless 
confusion and inaccuracy. Symbols do not change the value of mss or of 
groups. The time spent upon re-cataloguing and in deciphering and 
reducing to order the new catalogues were better spent upon such studies 
as Rendel Harris’ monographs on D ὦ and A ὃ, or Adalbert Merz’ three- 
volume digest of syr sin. 

Before many more years have passed I expect to see much greater 
attention paid to certain features of the testimony of our important 
cursive documents. These have been put aside because junior in years to 
certain Mss written in uncial characters. I do not mean that attention 
will be given to the testimony of certain cursives as entities, but to 
certain features of their testimony which have probably preserved the 
truth against the mass. No one has ever listed these places. I submit 
tentatively a list of a few of these places involving omission or substitution 
or turn of phrase which seem to me to be of very great interest. The 
list can be added to by other students and so made to grow from a 
mustard seed into a tree the shadow of whose critical branches may 
spread beyond our dreams to-day and help elucidate many matters in 
connection with the early text. The point is that when one of these 
cursives joins B, if only alone, it has been considered as strengthening B, 
but when alone with the oldest versions such a cursive has been utterly 
disregarded. ᾿ 

(Cont? from last page). 

18. και τοῦτο (pro τοῦτο δὲ) Orig syr not Gr Latt copt. om. de sah and 

H* gig 
emparrev (pro errotet) new : 
Ἔλεγων replaces εἶπεν belonging before in the clause. 

19. θεασαμενοι ovy (pro ιδοντες δ) new. No authority, 
As to clause following compare only D d with Eustath: 

D ws δὲε εἰδαν (= syr) οἱ κυριοι τῆς πεδισκης ort ἀπεστερησθαι τῆς ἐργασιας 

αὐτῶν ἧς εἰχαν δι αὐτῆς 
ἃ cum vidissent domini ejus puelles quoniam ispes et reditus eorum quem 

habebant per ipsam 
Eustath θεασαμενοι ovy οἱ κυριοι της θεραπαινιδος ὡς ἐεκποδων @XETO τῆς ἐργασιας 

αὐτῶν n εἐλπις 
Gigas is blissfully ignorant of this recension but with Lucifer uses 

reditus for quaestus of all others, except ὁ operationis. 
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Possible ‘‘neutral’’ base to be observed in some cursives 

as against & or B. 

[In the following passages I have used the Textus receptus in giving 
the context, which seemed simpler than any other way to exhibit a base 
with which the variations can be compared. 

The examples are nearly all of necessity omissions from the narrative 
as we have it. This does not commit me to the “shorter” text theory in 
its fullest sense. ] 

Matt. vi. 16. Of fasting : 
αφανιζουσι yap Ta προσωπα avtwv οπὼς φανωσι τοῖς ἀνθρωποις 

νηστευοντες. 

N* 244 with σι k syr pesh and pers have the singular to προσωπον. 

Matt. xvii. 20. 

Concerning the wording of the command of faith for the removal 
of the mountain : 

O δὲ Incous evrev αὐτοῖς * Ara τὴν απίστιαν UpwY* ἀμὴν yap λεγω: 

UMW εαν ἐχητε πίστιν ὡς κοκκον σινάπεως ερειτε τω Opel τουτω ᾿ Μεταβηθι 

εντευθεν exel, καὶ μεταβησεται " καὶ οὐδὲν αδυνατησει υμιν. 

exer 18 omitted by 33 892 Soden*! fam φα 8382 g, J yggtt? σαι FrjeyEzee and 
syry aeth. 

Syr sin and pers omit both ἐντευθεν and exer. 

Matt. xvii. 25, Of tribute : 
Kaz ore εἰσηλθεν εἰς την οἰκίαν προεφθασεν autov o Incous λέγων " τὶ 

σοι boxer Σίμων ; ov βασίλεις τῆς γης απὸ τινων λαμβανουσι TEAN ἡ κηνσον; 

ATO των ULWY AUTWY ἡ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀαλλοτριων ; 

Here 604 with A 28 [negl. Soden] and Evst 41 [negl. Sod. passim] omit 
αὐυτων. 

Tischendorf only records A. Soden only records A 604. 

vst 47 here is an exceedingly important witness. Neither Tisch. 
nor Sod. quote Origen, but Matthaei has occasion to quote him, for his 
ΜΒ 238 (not mentioned by Soden) reads azo των ἐδίων avtwy and Origen 
remarks: azo τῶν ἰδίων viev ἡ ἀπὸ των ἀλλοτρίων αὐτων; and again on 
verse 26 he repeats: οὐκ ἀπὸ των ἰδιων νἱων αλλ απὸ των ἀλλοτρίων αὐὑτων. 

This emphasis on his part lends colour to the absence οὗ avtwy in the 
real base since he has to repeat and emphasise ἐδέων. 

Matt. xviii. 25. Of the debtor : 
Mn exovtos δὲ αὐτου ἀποδουναι εκέλευσεν avtov o κυριος αὑτοῦ 

πραθῆναι, καὶ τὴν γυναικα... —_ 

2F2 



486 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

Here 604 omits o κυριος αὐτου outright with fam 1 the Latin σι and 
syr cu sin, both being extant here, and most of Chrysostom’s codices, 

while NBDI and some Latins retaining o κυριος omit the αὐτου. Tischen- 
dorf says “Or'"* 9 βασιλεὺς," but is this correct? Does it not perhaps 
signify that in Origen’s copies 0 κυρίος αὐτου was absent and o βασιλεὺς 
supplied by him, as ὁ κυριος or o κυριος avtov by others ? 

Matt. χχ. 12. - Of the labourers : 
λέγοντες (oTt) OvTOL οἱ εσχατοι μιαν ὡραν εποίιησαν, καὶ ἰσους ἡμῖν 

αυτοὺυς εποίησας, τοις βαστασασι το βαρος τῆς Ἴμερᾶς καὶ TOV καυσωνα. 

Here 604 (with 220, an important ms, and 242) omits τῆς ἡμερας. 
No others apparently, yet there are subtle variations which point to 
something amiss, syr cu saying “the weight of the whole day and the 
heat,” syr sin: “the weight of the day in the heat,” Thos: “that have 
borne the weight of the whole day at noon.” 

Why supply orns? If της ἡμερας was absent in the base it would 
account for some supplying τῆς ἡμερᾶς and some odns τῆς ἡμερας. 

Besides, 251 (another important cursive) writes τὸ Bapos καὶ tov 
καυσωνα τῆς ἡμέρας as does aeth, suspiciously adding τῆς nuepas in another 
order, as does Origen once; while pers with syr pesh has: to Bapos τῆς 
ἡμέρας και τον καυσωνα avTTS. 

Matt. xxi. 27. Οἱ Christ’s answer to the chief priests : 
Kaz ἀποκριθεντες τω Τησου εἰπὸν οὐκ οἰδαμεν * Edn αὐτοῖς καὶ avtos 

ovde eyw λεγω υμῖν εν ποια εξουσια ταυτα ποιω. 

Here 604, with another important cursive 248 and the latin ms J, 
omits καὶ autos, while ὁ ff, substitute καὶ enoovs, and N ὁ δὴ h syr cu pesh 
and pers inoous. Augustine substitutes Dominus, and in another place et 
Dominus. 

Matt. xxv. 11. Of the virgins: 
Tortepov de epxovrat Kat at λοίπαι παρθενοι λέγουσαι... Here 604 

alone leaves out παρθενοι. 
You may ransack syr aeth copt and the rest of the Greeks with the 

Latins and not find the omission agreed to. Yet the persian version 
omits ! 

This is really very striking and bears upon my contention that the 
base of pers although Graco-Syriac antedates syr cu and syr sin. 

A reference to Dd will show an extra long line here, λεγουσαι and 
dicentes being squeezed in. Possibly πάρθενοι absent very early was 
already just supplied before the D d parent was executed. 

Matt. xxvi. 33. 

Concerning Peter’s confession of attachment to our Lord: 
Ἀποκριθεὶς δὲ o Terpos εἰπεν αὐτω " “Ex καὶ martes σκανδαλισ- 

θησονται εν cot, eyw οὐδέποτε σκανδαλεσθησομαι." 
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Tischendorf does not admit us into the inner sanctum of textual 
criticism here, for the important little word αὐτῷ is omitted by (a) ὃ ὁ fa 

pw [hiant 6 k] vgg®? Ree tA xviii Chryostom and Hilary, and the omission is 
confirmed by sah’ syr sin with its faithful ally pers and 604 with f* (in 
Advers. Crit. = 503 Scrivener or 517 Gregory). 

Tischendorf had no Greek witnesses at the time, for although 503 

had been collated by Scrivener in 1863 it was not published until after 
Scrivener’s death. Soden adds his large fam** in which is included 503 
[see this family again in the combination at Matthew xvii. 20 above]. 

Horner only quotes sak and syr sin for omission, neglecting Greek 
Latin and Persian witness. 

The point is whether Peter announced this to those assembled round 
our Lord or to our Lord directly, and there is a vast difference between a 
quiet asseveration and a noisy and popularity-bidding public address to 
the crowd generally. There was sufficient authority without the Greeks 
for Tischendorf to mention the omission. Merz cannot have noticed the 

large support for syr sin for he does not dwell upon the point at all. 

Matt. xxvi. 49/50. Of Judas’ betrayal : 

Kaz evdews προσέλθων τω ἴησου εἰπε Χαιρε ραββι καὶ xatediryoev 

αυτον. O δε ἴησους εἰπεν avtw Eraipe ef ὦ παρει; 

Here 604, with the rather important cursive e*T and Soden (a ms 

at Sinai), omits αὐτῶ as does syr hier. 

D says Εωπεν δὲ avtw ο ino ef o rape erepat and 

d dixit autem illi ihs ad quod venisti ame (another mixture of ellipsis 
and suspension for amice, noticed elsewhere as to D’s greek, for which 

that document is famous). δὲ and z** omit Incous [this is quite neglected 
by Soden] writing “ὁ δε exrrev avtw.” 

Matt. xxvi. 71. Of the damsel’s identification of Peter: 

Ἐξελθοντα δὲ avtov εἰς τον πυλωνα etdev avTov addy, καὶ λεγεὶ τοις 

exes Kaz ouzos nv μετα Inoov tov Ναζωραιου. 

157 writes καὶ Neyer αὑτοῖς exe. 

Now syr sin and pers OMIT exer here and thus agree with 157. 
The rest have avtas or τοῖς but with exe. 
Here is a pretty puzzle. How did 157 get εκεινη if exec did not stand 

in its exemplar (otherwise close to syr and pers)? But if execyn were basic 
and αὐτοῖς became mutilated and read as τοις, τοις εκεινὴ would become 

intolerable and therefore be changed to τοις εκεί. 

Cf. syr sin weal\ wizawa (—exer) as against: 

syr pesh (exec) gods coors }ysolo. 

Herman von Soden refers to syr sin’s omission of exe: in his upper 
notes but does not refer to 157 (he never cites pers) and Tischendorf cites 
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neither pers nor 157 although Scholz (p. 99 N.T.) had recorded 157 
correctly and reported pers. (Cf. Part II. note on —exes at John xviii. 2). 

Then consider the +a: θέλω of 157 at Mark v. 23 with pers alone 
-Ἔθελω or +peto, and this reading will strike us as not very young after all. 

Then, after this addition, consider the important omission by 157 

alone at Mark xiv. 57 of κατ avtov λέγοντες which may well be what Merz 

calls Wanderwérte and the κατ αὐτου supplied by an over-zealous person 
in editio 11 of the sacred narrative. Pers omits κατ αὐτου, writing 

“‘quidam alii subornarunt testes falsos et dicebant” instead of “ καὶ τινες 
«ἀναστάντες ἐψευδομαρτύρουν κατ᾽ αὐτοῦ λέγοντες. Now k also omits κατ 
αὐτου writing “et alii surgentes commentiebantur et dicebant...” 
Whether λέγοντες is a “" Wanderwort” or not remains an open question, 
but κατ avtov would seem to be wander-words. Upon reference to the 
passage it will be seen that κατ αὐτου is not necessary ; would hardly have 
been excised if present, but readily supplied in an “improved” edition. 
Remains syr sin, which says ‘‘ Now some rose up against him and say,” 
eliminating ἐψευδομαρτυρουν. This text looks to me younger here than 
pers and 157. There has been a change made in early times, and the 
methods employed should be able to teach us something. D ὦ ὁ ff insert 
κατ αὐτοῦ after eheyov as an afterthought as it were (from the margin ἢ). 

That good old witness aeth also omits κατ αὐτου (against sah boh), but 

something bothered him for he duplicates the λέγοντες or conflates λέγοντες 
of most with the edeyou of D (syr sin), for he writes “‘ et surrexeruni testes 
falsi et loquuti sunt et direrunt.” 

For -- κατ avrov we have now 157 & pers aeth. 
Can you find that combination in Tischendorf? Tisch is silent. 

Or in Soden? Soden is blind to it, for he simply says “Om κατ 
{5871 (om κατ αὐτοῦ)" T presume we should now add that very important 
document ὃ 371 (= B elsewhere) for — κατ αὐτου. 

Pers comes in again with 157 at Luke ix. 13 for the omission of es 
παντα (before tov λαον) and Paris” witnesses to πάντα being an addition 

or ‘‘ Wanderwort” by omitting it and writing es tov Xaov. (Three boh 
codices confirm 157 pers). 

Norre.—Neither Tischendorf’s nor von Soden’s apparatus cover many 
curious things exhibited by individual Greek mss, although they have. 
Version support. A critical edition, however, which neglects these things 
in our day is faulty and not up to date. It forces the student to hunt 

over the older authorities from Mill to Scrivener, which should not be 
necessary. The text-history can be rewritten in a measure from detailed 
observations of the kind indicated above. 

Observe further, as regards the “shorter” text, that an omission 

such as that of & in Mark xy. 8 of both avaBas and ava8oncas points in a 
different direction to that of other omissions, for here k avoids a very 
difficult choice between the two words, and his omission does not indicate 
that the omission is basic. 
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Mark i. 35. Of Christ’s withdrawal into a desert place for prayer: 
Kae πρωι evvvxov λιαν avactas εξηλθε καὶ ἀπηλθεν εἰς ἐρῆμον τόπον 

κακει προσηύχετο. 
The primitive text here is in doubt, but 226 with Sod a (exiit et 

abiit) ὁ (exiens inde abiit) and syr sin omit ἀναστὰς while D does the same 

but opposite εξἕηλθεν καὶ ἀπηλθεν has “exsurgens abiit.” Syr sin has 
“came forth went” without copula, but syr pesh “ antevertit et surrexit 

ac abiit,” while pers is “ surrexit et in locum desertum abiit.” 
B* and a few important cursives such as 28 213 2° Sod**! °° have 

ἀναστας εξηλθεν without καὶ ἀπηχθεν [but 604 Paris” and most agree 
with text recept], while W has avactas ἀπηλθεν without εξηλθεν και. 

b eq surgens abiit ὦ (as above) ff vg* exsurgens abiit 
6 surgens egressus et abiit 
f vgg surgens egressus abiit J surgens egressus est et abiit 
Goth holds the three expressions: usstandands usiddja jah galaith ana. 

Sah is wanting. Boh”! express “Καὶ ἀναστὰς πρωι εννυχον Mav εξηλθεν,᾽ 

but some vary. 

Mark ii. 26 jin. 
Of Christ’s reference to David’s action in the Hcuse of God: 

. Καὶ εδωκε καὶ τοις συν αὐτῷ ουσι. 

604 and 205 omit the final ουσιν. To these now add W Sod and 

Sod“* with aeth. 
301 Evst 31 44 150 omit the whole clause, as does per's. 

Observe that W Sod? 2° and 604 invert: καὶ εδωκε καὶ τοις μετ αὑτοῦ 
(— over) ovs ove εἕεστιν φαγειν εἰ μὴ τοῖς ἱερευσιν (pro ous οὐκ εξεστι... 

τοῖς συν avtw over) so that the ovs here might have caused the loss of 
ovat, but not so aeth, which maintains the other order, yet loses ουσὲ at 

the end. 

Mark iv. 1. Of the crowd at the lake-side-teaching : 
Και παλιν ἡρξατο διδασκειν παρα τὴν θαλασσαν * Kat συνηχθη προς 

avtov οχλος Tous wate avTov euBavta εἰς TO πλοιον καθησθαι εν TH 

θαλασση * καὶ Tas 0 oxXAOs προς THY θαλασσαν επι τῆς γῆς NY. 

Here 604 alone leaves out πρὸς τὴν θαλασσαν altogether, but is 

supported by aeth. 
D reads περαν της θαλασσης as ad ῳ and the Syriac, omitting ἐπὶ 

τῆς yns, and W ev τω avyadw as the Latins b ce f ff g 7, while the versions 

vary, pers sah and most boh expressing ev To αἰγιάλω της θαλασσης. The 
other boh codices vary, and arm expands to ‘‘on the shore they were 

keeping to the dry land.” 
fam 1 read παρα την Gan. ert της γῆς ἢν and 

A reads ELS 4, ρον», » MY (δ in Vel circa mare super 

terra erat sic) 

apparently em ,, ,, προς ,, ,» ἣν (ΟΥ̓ noav) 
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Laura’ changes the order of the end to mv em τῆς γῆς, and 

NBCLA ὦ (erant sic) 892 with Evst 49 and y** and a few substitute noav 

for nv, while some Latins as syr have stabat or staret (c) or sedebat (e). 

Some have επί τὴν γὴν qv. 

In the midst of all this confusion (with d going against D with A, 
and 6 going against A with D) 604 stands out with a simple omission and 
has support of aeth. 

Mark iv. 20. Of the parable of the sower: 
Kas ουτοι evoty οἱ ἐπὶ τὴν γὴν τὴν καλὴν σπαρεντες.... 

28 2Ρὲ and pers [mut. syr cu sin] omit ουτοι. 
Add to these Sod and deduct 157 which I find does not omit 

[confirmed to me again by Monsignor Mercati] although Scholz reports it 
for omission with 28. 

Observe that NBCLA substitute εκεινοι. 

Mark v. 28. Of Jairus’ speech to our Lord: 
Καὶ παρεκάλει avtov πολλα λεγων oTL τὸ θυγατριον μου ἐσχατως 

exer’ wa ἐλθὼν ἐπιθης avtn Tas χείρας ows σωθη Kar ξησεται. 

157 inserts καὶ θέλω before wa ελθων = pers [Obs. the extraordinary 
base of pers in the Jater examples]. ἡ 

Mark v. 43. Of Christ’s injunction for silence following the healing: 
Και διεστείλατο αὑτοῖς πολλα wa μηδεὶς γνω τουτο * καὶ εἰπε δοθηναι 

autn φαγειν. =F 
Here 604 alone [now joined by Sod”*, a very important witness], with 

ἃ (which Soden neglects and he does not mention ὁ ff) and ὁ ff ᾳ with aeth 
and pers (replacing syr cu and sin which are wanting), omits τοῦτο 

altogether. The diatessaron quotes ex Luc viii. 56, which brings in τὸ 
ryeyovos (0 Se παρηγγεῖλεν αὐτοῖς μηδενε εἰπεῖ» τὸ yeyovos), and therefore 

Sod 604 aeth pers ὁ d ff and qg are quite unaffected by a harmony here 
in Mark. 

Gregory will please note this and bring it into his new apparatus, for 
Tischendorf neglects the omission altogether, not even recording d which 
has: μέ ὑ nemini dicerent although D has wa μηδεὶς yor tovto, the τοῦτο 

occupying a place on the line below, opposite which d has nothing. 
-- τοῦτο may well be basic, and have been supplied to round out the 

sentence. 

As a matter of fact the Latins vary the expression, J ὃ and vgg having 
id, e having illum, a f having hoc, and ὃ having istut, while c df q omit. 

Mark vi. 39. Of the feeding of the multitudes : 
Kaz επεταξεν αυτοις avaxdivas Tavtas συμποσια cuptocia... 

604 with arm and pers (this conjunction here apparently antedating 
the syriac of syr sin) omit mavtas, while Origen with 2°* and Soden™ 
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changes the order (barometric sign) to παντας avaxdivat, and the important 

minuscule 33, with all bol Mss but one, elides wavtas and substitutes 

avuTous. 

33 604 therefore with boh arm and pers form no mean combination 
here for omission. 

[In my collation of Evan. 604 p. Ixvi delete 473 (= 2°") and place the 

reading of 604 on p. xxxii. under ‘‘ Unique.” | 

Mark vii. 6. Of the quotation from Isaiah : 
O δε ἀποκριθεις εἰπεν αὑτοῖς (ort) κάλως προεφητευσεν σαιας Tepe 

πυμῶὼν των ὑποκριτῶν ως γεγρᾶπται: eee 

For ὡς γεγραπται 604 substitutes λεγων with ὁ ff dicens, D di και 
εἰπεν, fam 1 2° arm ὡς εἰπεν, Sod” os evrev as ab: qui dixit, while syr 

sin conflates: ‘‘as it is written that he had said.” 
Clearly the reading of 604 ὁ fis the simplest of all, and syr sin knew 

both readings at the time that document was prepared. 

Mark vii. 8. Of the ceremonials of the Pharisees: 

Αφεντες yap τὴν evtoAnv του Θεου, Kpaterte τὴν Tapadocw τῶν 

ἀνθρωπῳν βαπτισμους ἕεστων Kat ποτηρίων καὶ ada παρομοια τοιαυτα. 

πολλα ποιειτε. 

28 and 2°* (to which now add Sod®*°) omit πολλα. 

Observe great variety among others: τοίαυτα πολλα παρομοια, πολλα 
παρομοια τοιαυτα, παρομοια πολλα TOLAUTA, παρομοια τοίαυτα TOLELTE 

πολλα, παρομοια ποιειτε τοιαυτα TodAa, always shifting πολλὰ about, 

while a few drop τοιαυτα in the process. 
Om. vers. syr sin. Cf. diatess. Ezxplic. SBLWA ad verb. ανθρωπων. 
(Soden neglects 28 for omission of πολλα.) 

Mark vii. 23. Οὐ the wickednesses of the human heart: 
TAVTA ταῦυτὰ TA TOVHPA εσωθεν EXTTOPEVETAL και KOLVOL TOV ἀανθρωπον. 

This follows the long list of evil things in verse 22, and ta πονηρα is 
therefore not necessary in verse 23. For this reason it may have been 
removed as an ‘‘improvement” by 1 2* and 604, who omit, but it is 
rather a strong combination among the cursives, and might be basic. I 
say ‘‘ might” at a venture, but upon turning up the persian version, there 
again in that marvellous document, so pregnant of “‘ base,” τὰ πονηρὰ 

does not find a place. It is quite striking. 
(Some omit παντα, some tavta and some ta ante πονηρα.) 

Mark viii. 25 fin. 
Concerning the wording of the final clause as to the blind man’s 

restored sight : 

. καὶ ἐενεβλεψεν τηλαυγως aTAaVTAS. 

Some read αἀπαντα (and DW πανταὶ), and some δηλαυγως, and some 
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aveBXerev, and some vary the order in which amavtas or atavta finds 

8 place, and aeth copt syr have πᾶν or omne, but it is left for 33 alone 
of Greeks with ck alone of Latins to omit aravra or omnia outright! 
Tregelles, confirmed by Soden (I suppose by independent collation), 
mentions 33, but Tischendorf has not mentioned 33 in his virtth edition, 

confining himself to: the enumeration of ὁ k. In such a place as this 
omnia might well be an addition, and its omission be basic. 

Mark x. 8. Of the close union of husband and wife: 
@oTe oukert evar δυο αλλα pa σαρξ. 

28 (neglected by Soden) 71 Evst 222, now joined by W and Sod 
with d [contra D**] ff ὦ syrr (pers) sah aeth (boh™) have ove for οὐκετι. 

Notwithstanding this large testimony, Tischendorf does not even 
mention this variation. In his day only 28 71 and Hust 222 witnessed to 
it. But now add W (confirming 28) and 5059 with ὦ ff k and versions. 

Mark x. 21. Of the righteous young man: 
Ὁ δὲ Inoous εμβλεψας avtw ηγαπήσεν avtov Kas εἰπεν auto... 

avro, after εμβλεψας, is omitted by 28 and Clem. Tischendorf did 

not know of 28 when citing Clem. Sod}®** 1381 also omit. 

Mark x. 47. Of blind Bartimaeus: 
Καὶ axovcas ott ἴησους ο Nafwpatos eotw ἡρξατο xpatew και 

λεγειν... 

28 omits καὶ Aeyecv with sah*° (Horner overlooks the agreement οὗ 
Greek 28 with his sah ΜΒ). 

Upon turning once more to the persian (oh wonderful and neglected 
monument of antiquity for control of such readings) it is found that pers 
also omits the καὶ Neyerv or λεγων of the rest. Pers as interpreted reads: 
et clamore sublato vociferatus est without any mere “ saying” about it. 

Mark x. 51. 
Καὶ ἀποκριθεὶς Ayes avtw o Incous tt θέλεις ποιήσω cor; Ὁ δε 

τυῴλος εἰπεν avtw ράββονι wa ἀαναβλεψω. 

28 with 892 (omitted by Soden) omits this second avrw. They are 
supported by ὁ aeth and once more by that wonderful pers (against the 
syriacs which we know): ‘“ Caecus respondit.” 

Mark xii. 4. Of the parable of the lord of the vineyard : 
Καὶ παλιν απεστείλε προς avtovs αλλον δουλον. 

This καὶ init. is omitted by 28 and ὁ ὁ sah 4/6 arm, and turning to 
pers the omission is once more confirmed by that version [syr sin omits 
the whole verse]. 

On the other hand παλιν is omitted by W (sister of 28) with X and 

one sah Ms”, not all as would be gathered not only from Tisch but from 
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Soden, for the rest substitute ‘‘ Afterwards” except sa/*” which has both 

suncuc and on. 
Observe that arm pers quite replace the old syriac here, which omits 

the verse. 

(Note.—The viciousness of the elder Soden’s practice of quoting “af” 
instead of ὁ or k or ¢ k is illustrated excellently here. He says “om xa! 
T° afc.” He means “om. 28 ec” for & has it “ Et iterum.”) 

Since W reads Καὶ and 28 Παλιν for Ka: παλιν thus opposing the text 
of the majority, but each in a different way, it is clear that a mark of 
deletion stood in the margin of the common parent and was applied by 
one of them to the wrong word. 

Mark xii. 26. Of the resurrection, referring to Exod. iii. 6: 
Περι δε τῶν vexpwr ote ἐγείρονται οὐκ aveyvate ev τὴ βιβλω Macews 

emt τῆς βατου ws ειπεν αὑτω o Θεος λέγων eyw o Θεος Αβρααμ... 

λεγων is omitted by 28 b aur Ὁ} diatess-arab sak 1/4 and syrr with 
pers and arm. 

Mark xii. 30. Οἱ the first and second Commandments : 

αὐτὴ πρωτη εντολη * Kat δευτερα ομοια avTN... 

There is very great variation here, but 28 2?*, joined by W Sod” & 
Eus™*" ¢ simply omit ἐντολὴ while having αὕτη πρώτη which is omitted 

together with evtohn by NBELAW copt. The syriacs retain αὐτὴ πρωτη 
εντολη. 

Mark xii. 84. Of the silence imposed by Christ’s answer: 
Kas ovders ovxete ετολμα avtov , ἐπερωτῆσαι. 

Here 28 with pers once more adds τι after avrov and before επερωτησαι. 

So do bq atthe end: Et nemo iam audebat eum interrogare QUICQUAM. 

This wording (without guicquam) is exactly that of d which retains jam, 
while the Greek of D opposite lacks ovxer:s as do V 124 Sod and sah 
boh. b~g especially in conjunction are very important in Mark. How did 
τι get in or out of the text? The secret seems to lie in the ovejere, for 

instance 61 οἷς reading οὐκ without evs but not supplying τε later. x 
places ovxers last, writing: καὶ οὐδεὶς ἐτόλμα avtov επερωτησαι ovxert. A 
few and a merely reverse over: ἐτόλμα to ἐτόλμα οὐκετι, δὲ Paris® Sod*" ¢ 
merely reverse αὐτὸν ἐπερωτῆσαι to ἐπερωτησαι avrov. It remains for W 
to supply a key, for W writes: καὶ οὐδεὶς ετολμα αὐτὸν ovxeTt ἐπερωταν, 
bringing ov«ere before ἐπερωταν, which in a close uncial supplies the 
missing τὶ exhibited by b and q and 28 pers. The closest relationship 
between W 28 and some common parent is thus shown again here, for 28 
also writes ἐπερωταν instead of ἐπερωτησαι. (Evan 433 bok supply ev after 
εἐπερωτησαῖι, omitting ovxers previously.) 

J} Diserte “ xara Mapxov” ... totum locum exscripsit et in fine ita: avty πρωτη * καὶ 
Sevrepa ὁμοία ταυτη (sic). 
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Mark xiii. 2. Of the great buildings of the Temple 
Καὶ o ησους ἀποκριθεὶς εἰπεν auvtw βλεπεις ταυτας τας μεγαλας 

οἰκοδομας ; 

o ἴησους is not found in 2° 604 a ὁ i r? and vg¥¥. Add also W 
and Sod which are observed also to omit. 

There exists quite some variety as to the form of the sentence, and 
there is hardly any reason to remove o Incovs, while there is every reason 
to insert it, because the Greeks do not mention Jesus by name in verse 1. 

Horner neglects 2°* and 604 while giving a ὃ i. 

Mark xiv. 35. Of the agony in the garden: 
Ka: προέλθων μικρὸν επεσεν emt τῆς γῆς καὶ προσηυχετο. .. So 

most, but DGS Sod® fam 1 fam 18 2° 604 al® latt arm syr sin add 
emt προσωπον ΟΥ̓ ext προσωπον avTov, retaining ἐπὶ τῆς γῆς. 

28 alone substitutes ἐπὶ προσωπον αὐτου for exe τῆς yns with 6: in 

faciem (—ejus), for k syr sin and others have in faciem super terram. 
Pers opposes 28 here and has merely in terram as most Greeks. 

The conflation is old. 28 must have chosen the wrong half of it, 
unless by some chance 28 and ὁ alone retain the right half. 

Mark xiv. 46. ᾿ Of the capture of Christ: 
Οἱ δὲ ereBadov ex avtov Tas χειρας αὑτων Kat ἐκρατησαν avTov. 

892 (and now add W Sod™ also) d ff aeth pers omit er avtov. This 
amid a great variety of readings by the others. 

Mark xiv. 57. Of the trial of Christ : 
Kaz tives avacravres εΨευδομαρτυρουν Kat αὐτου λέγοντες oTL. . « 

157 (and now Sod**! a very important witness) with & pers and aeth 
omit κατ αὐτου. 

Observe the manner of treating this in some others. See Ὁ. 438. 

Mark xv. 36. 
In connection with him who tendered the sponge of vinegar: 
Apapwv δε εἷς και γεμίσας σπογγον οξους περιθεὶς τε κάλαμω εποτιξζεν 

autov λέγων Αφετε ἰδωμεν εἰ ερχεται Ἠλίας καθελεῖν αὑτον. 

This is a difficult place. As W is lacking here (hiat xv. 13-38) and 
28 exhibits a rare reading I will cite it. 

28 alone substitutes for λέγων “οἱ δὲ λοίποι ἔλεγον " which may come 

from a reference to Matt xxvii. 49 “οἱ δὲ λοιποι ἔλεγον " [B and a few 
there εἰπον]. In St. John xix. 29 περιθεντες (and πλησαντες previously 
of some Mss) makes the action that of more than one man. 

The fact remains, although the diatess follows Matthew’s wording 
“But the rest said,” yet using all the Gospel accounts (δ 111.) that syr sin 
and pesh turn Aeywr into the plural supplying a copula, while pers merely 
has a stop after evorstev avrov. and continues “ dicebant.” They therefore 
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read the plural without supplying λοίποι of Matthew. D* cuts the knot 
by omitting λέγων altogether. Fam 13 substitute λέγοντες for λεγων, but 
do it in an ampler way, turning all into the plural. Is λεγων of most 
really basic in Mark or an error, and did the original read λεγουσιῦ Or 
was the original Latin dicunt or dicebant and not dicens ? 

Luke i. 21. Of Zacharias’ delay in the Temple: 
Καὶ qv 0 aos προσδοκων τον Ζαχαριαν * και εθαυμαζον ev τω χρονιξειν 

αυτον εν τω va, 

εν To vaw is omitted by 604 and Soden’, as well as by 34 39 108 
142* and k** (these Soden neglects). 

Syr cu and sin are both missing. 
BLWWE and 2" Paris” change the order. 

Luke i. 29. Concerning Mary’s wonder at the salutation of the angel: 
H δειδουσα διεταράχθη emt τω Aoyw αὕτου, Kat διελογίζετο ποταπος εἰῆ 

0 ACTACLOS OVTOS. 

Here the famous cursive c’* omits εἰη with I Sod'9%4 3011 fam ἢ exe, Ὁ 346 τ 
Syr cu sin are wanting. 

L and a few substitute ει. D Sod” Sod’ emphasise av evn, but -- εἰη 
might well be basic. 

(Observe e “ recogitans quia sic benedixit eam.”’) 

Luke i. 66. 

Of the wonder engendered at the baptism of John Baptist : 
Kaz εθεντο παντες οἱ ἀκουσαντες ev τὴ καρδια αυτων, λεγοντες. .. 

Here 604 omits οὐ ἀκούσαντες with 6 syr pesh®, while syr sin omits 
Tavres and ot ἀκούσαντες. Soden now adds 848 (his 15, quite an 
important Ms) for omission of o ἀκούσαντες, while neglecting to 
record 604. 

For ot ἀκούσαντες CD* 118-209 180" 234 892 al. et Sod?3? 1354 (of. 
F goth arm) substitute oc axovovtes, while pers (as rendered) = Hit qui- 
cunque audivit, and aeth (as rendered) = Et custodierunt in cordibus 
suis omnia quae audiverant, showing an apparent basic difference to be 
compromised. (See p. 454 Mark vi. 2). 

Luke ii. 3. Of the enrolment or registration : 
Καὶ exopevovto παντες ἀπογραφεσθαι, εἐκαστος εἰς την ἐδιαν πολιν. 

Here οἷ omits exaotos. Tischendorf fails to report this and Soden 

refuses to give the omission a place in his apparatus, but it is important. 
Observe that Burkitt for syr sin has to supply “ each one” in italics [he 
uses very few italics thus]: ‘‘ Now every one (sxsw Jaa) [was going] to 
be [enrolled] even from [his] city was each one going to his place that 
there he might be enrolled.” 

Notice also that δὲ omits πάντες with Sod 25, S* writes καὶ 
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επορευοντο (retaining the plural verb) exacros ἀπογραφεσθε εἰς την εαυτων 

mov, Shortening, as pers and diatess: “ Ht unusquisque ivit ut in urbe 
sua describeretur,” and syr? “ Et. ibat quisque ut describeretur in urbem 
suam.” - a 

There is something to ponder over here. 

Luke ii. 11. Of the angel’s speech to the shepherds: 

ort ετεχθη ὑμὶν onpepov σωτήρ, os ἐστε Ἄριστος Kupuos. 

onpépov is omitted by 604 with 18 50 55 62 116 201 πὸ Hust 52. 
Soden adds ὃ 398 but neglects 604 and: all the rest. (What is the use of 
such notes ?) 

The important witness Sod! *” of the NB family changes the order to 
σωτήρ σήμερον (as boh*) and may have imported σημερον from his margin. 

Luke vi. 10. Concerning the man with the withered hand : 

Kar περιβλεψάμενος παντας avtous, εἰπε τω ἀνθρωπω * Extewvov τὴν 
χειρα σου " o δε ἐποίησεν ουτω * Kat «ποκατεσταθὴ ἡ χεὶρ aUTOU VYLNS ὡς 
ἢ αλλη. 

This passage is practically in the same class as the one noticed 
toward the end of this chapter at vi. 48 jin. 

Instead of ὁ Se εποιησεν, NDX al. it vg copt syr pesh arm aeth 
substitute o δὲ eferewev (compare Matt. xii. 18, Mark iii. 5), and a 
minority have o δὲ ἐποίησεν ovtws. The detail will be found in Tischen- 
dorf, but he neglects to state that c** omits the phrase altogether! Soden 
having found another ms (Sod'**) which omits, does mention this in his 

notes. : 

Syr sin is missing here, and therefore we have no check on the 
critical codices οἷ Sod“, Yet the situation is suspicious and reminds us 
of vi. 48. - There, we have two alternatives: δία to κάλως οἰκοδομησθαι 
having no reference to the parallel, and τεθεμέλέωτο yap em τὴν πετραν as 
in Matt. vii. 25, while syr sin and gr. 604 show us a blank. Here we 
have o δὲ ἐποίησεν (ουτω) having no reference to the parallel, and o δὲ 

eferewev a plain verbal importation from the double parallels in Matt. 
and Mark, while c* and Sod exhibit.a blank in Luke. 

The matter should be carefully noted, for the supplementary matter 
interjected in alternative phrases is not at all necessary at this place. 

Luke vi. 48 jin. ; 

Of the parable of the house whose foundations are secure : 

“ἐτεθεμέλίωτο yap emt τὴν πετραν᾽ of most, — 

or “δια το Kadws οικοδομησθαι αὐτὴν of the few [negl. 
αὐτὴν Ty], 

hut entirely omitted by 604 and syr sin [Pers has the upper clause with 
most]. 

Aeth already conflates both readings. 
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Luke vii. 9. Of Christ’s appreciation of the centurion’s faith : 
Ἄκουσας Se tata o Incous εθαυμασεν avtov * καὶ στραφεις τω akodou- 

Gouvtt αυτω οχλω εἰπε... 

604 alone of Greeks, to which now add Sod* 1498. omits ταῦτα. 

With this syr sin and syr hier agree, as also aeth and one boh ms*, 
while one sah ms® says ΕἾ ΔΕ nar“ concerning these things.” Horner 

omits to chronicle syr hier (all three codices) which agree with syr sin. 
Observe that while syr pesh has ravza it changes the order, and C* 

has Axovaas δε ο ἴησους tavta. 

Luke ix. 9. 
Concerning Herod’s speech about John Baptist (see Matt. xiv. 2 and 

Mark vi. 14) : 

εἶπεν δὲ Ηρωδης * Τωαννην eyo atexepadica ' τις Se ἐστιν ovtos Tepe 

OU &2KOU® TOLAUTA ; και εζητει ἐδειν αυτον. 

For ts be εστιν ouvtos Evan 248 substitutes tis ἐστιν ovtos alone, 

dropping δε, but withce: “quis est hic,” and: ‘hic quis est” by bfilqr 
(of. 243 τις δε ovtos ect). With the Latins without copula go syr cu 
sin pers and diatess (and sah 1/5 boh*”’). 

The diatess interlards Luke ix. 9 between Matt xiv. 12° and xiv. 13%, 

but is clearly from Luke, avoiding Matt xiv. 2 here. See diatess ὃ xviii. 
20 and its beginning. 

Alone, with aeth, Evan 157 substitutes ovv for δὲ in Luke ix. 9. 

Luke ix. 13. Οἱ the loaves and fishes and the multitudes : 

Exe δὲ προς αὐτοὺς ᾿ Aote αὐτοῖς ὑμεῖς φαγειν. Οἱ de εἰπον * Ουκ 
εἰσιν ἡμῖν πλειον ἡ πεντε ἄρτοι Kat δυο ἔχθυες, εἰ NTL πορευθεντες ἡμεῖς 
ayopacwper εἰς παντὰ Tov Naov τουτον βρωματα. 

157 (with Paris” εἰς τὸν λαὸν tantwm) and pers with boh'™ omit εἰς 
παντα. 

Luke ix. 20. Of Christ’s enquiry for the testimony of the apostles : 
Eure δὲ avrois * vers δὲ τινα με λέγετε εἰναι; 

604 omits με λέγετε εἰναι altogether, alone with Dial. As to syr sin 
it is mutilated, but Burkitt says ‘there is not space for all the words.” 

Pers, observe, slightly alters, saying ‘‘ Vos de me quid dicitis.” 
Some aeth mss I believe omit pe εἰναι. 

Luke x. 5. Of the salutation due on entering a house: 
Eis nv δ᾽ av οἰκιᾶν εἰσερχησθε πρωτον λεγετε © Ἑμρηνὴ tw οἰκω τουτω. 

Paris” and D? with d* r Orig and Tert™** omit πρωτον. (Tert™™: 
‘quam introissent domum pacem ei dicere.’’) 

Luke xii. 84. Concerning the proverb of the heart and its treasure : 
oTou yap εστιν o θησαυρος υμων, exer καὶ ἢ καρδια ὑμων εσται. 

ce omits estar outright with Sod’. 
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Of the Greeks LA substitute ἐστιν. 
D and some place it between exe: and και. 
The word may not originally have completed the sentence at all, 

which is complete without the second verb. Tischendorf, as so often, 
does not report οἷ here. 

The reason for which I emphasise the witness of c*™ even when alone 
is that elsewhere this Ms lends its voice to very powerful minority 
groups, as at xix. 23 -- καὶ init. Of course cis quite a critical codex as 
may be seen in its graphic efehOew for ehOew at Luke xiv. 20 fin. or at 
Luke xxiv. 32 jin. 

(Cf. &* at Luke xiii. 80 o ἐσχατοι pro εἰσιν ἐσχατοι. Paris” supplies 
ot but has εἰσὲν which c** lacks.) 

Luke xiii. 15. 
Of our Lord’s personal application in his answer to the ἀρχισυναγώγῳ 

as to healing on the sabbath: 

Απεκριθη ουν avtw o Kuptos, και εἰπεν, Trroxpita, εκαστος υμων τω 

σαββατω ov λυει τον βουν αὐτου ἡ Tov ονον απὸ της φατνης καὶ ἀπαγαγων 

motile; ταυτην δε, θυγατερα Αβρααμ ουσαν... 

The authorities cannot agree whether our Lord said ὑποκριτά! or 

ὑποκριταί! and are very much divided. As the record says ἀπεκρίθη οὖν 
αὐτῷ ὁ Κύριος καὶ εἶπεν (and not ἀπεκρ. οὖν ὁ Κύριος καὶ εἶπεν αὐτῷ) it 
may well be that the less personal ὑποκριταί and not ὑποκριτά was the 
apostrophe. 

But οἷ᾽ alone shows us a blank here, and has neither. 

Tisch again fails to exhibit here the omission of ct. Sabatier calls 
attention to Tertullian™*** which (although non liquet) has no introduction 
and begins “ Unusquisque vestrum sabbatis non solvit” ... quoting in full 
to morte. Certainly c*T and Tert should be coupled and mentioned 
together. 

Luke xiv. 8/9. Of the place at the wedding feast: 

Μήηποτε evtipotepos cov ἡ κεκλήμενος ὑπ᾽ αὐτου Kat ἔλθων ο σε καὶ 

αυτον καλεσαᾶς, eper σοι * Aos τουτω, τοπον"... 

Here 157, with copt and syr, supplies τὸν before τόπον. This may 
have been lost immensely early. Observe aeth: ‘‘ Cede huic personae ” 
(“ the place” understood). 

Luke xvi. 12. 
What Christ said in his comment on the parable of the unjust steward : 

Καὶ εἰ ev tw adXotpiw πίστοι οὐκ eyeverOe, το ὑμετερον τίς ὑμιν 
δωσει; 

157 and ὁ ὁ ὦ with Tert™* are definite as to the substitution of ἐμὸν 
for υμετερον. 

(ημετερον by BL Sod** and Evst 21 Orig.) 
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Luke xvii. 23. What action to take when the Son of Man is announced : 

Kaz epovaw ὑμῖν * [Sov woe ἡ Sov exer, un αἀπελθητε μηδὲ διωξητε. 

157 with syr and pers omits μηδὲ διωξητε. (Cf. B and sah.) 

Luke xviii. 2. 
Of a judge in a certain city and the importunate widow : 

λεγων * Κριτης τις ἣν εν τινι πόλει... 

e* and o* with pers" omit ts; but then 8.0.7; sin thereagainst omits 
τινι, perhaps for the same purpose of destroying the pleonastic “ pair”: 
“A certain judge there was in a certain city.” But note that the 
important Ms Paris” also omits τὰς with c**. 

(Some have τη for τίνι, and 83 has ev τίνι Tn πολει.) 

Sah very simply ‘‘ A judge in a city’ with two indefinite articles : 

OveKprrHe on ΟὙΠΟἍΔΙΟ, and boh also, which does not however trans- 
literate the Greek words. 

Luke xviii. 9. 

Of the introductory clause as to the parable of the publican and the 
pharisee in prayer : 

Eure δε καὶ προς twas τους πεποιθοτας ed εαυτοῖς ott εἰσι δικαιοι Kat 
εξουθενουντας τοὺς λοιπους * τὴν παραβολην ταύυτὴν * Ανθρωποι δυο 

ἀνεβησαν εἰς το tepov προσευξασθαι.... 

c* leaves out τὴν παραβολὴν ταυτην. So does D* and d. No others 
apparently. But observe that the syriacs sah and pers bring it in quite 

early in a peculiar place and order before προς twas, ‘And he was saying 
this similitude (or parable) against (certain) folk that trust in them- 

selves... ,” while the Latins, even those which have similitudinem for 

parabolam, keep the Greek order. 
Tischendorf should certainly have mentioned c**. He only says: 

“Dom.” 

Luke xxii. 15. 

Concerning the last supper and the mention of the Passover: 

Kaz εἰπὲν προς avtovs * επιθυμια επιθυμησα τουτο τὸ πασχα φαγειν 

μεθ υμων προ του pe παθειν. 

In this very important passage (uncomplicated by the accounts in 
Matthew and Mark) the noteworthy cursive 71 with vg? and syr cu sin 

boh™ with Tert*"¢ very definitely : Concupiscentia concupivi Pascha edere 
vobiscum antequam patiar, completely suppress τοῦτο or hoc, against the 

other Greeks and Latins, against syr pesh and the diatess (quoting Luke 
xxii. 14/16 continuously). The only Latins besides vg” to throw light on 
the matter are ὁ and Hilary. In ὁ “hoc” is present but ‘‘ Pascha”’ 

absent; thus also in Hili™?.6: desiderio cupivi HOC manducare, but 

Hil P=. neglects hoc and introduces Pascha without hoc: “ desiderio 
26 
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desideravit cum discipulis Pascha manducare.” Possibly in e’s copy ἃ 
mark was present for the deletion of hoc which that ms applied to Pascha. 
Tischendorf and Soden completely ignore the omission of τουτο, and again 
refuse to let us enter with them the arcanum of textual criticism. 

Luke xxiii. 15. 
Concerning Pilate’s speech to the assembled multitude about our 

Lord’s apparent guiltlessness : 

εν ἀνεπεμψα yap ὑμᾶς προς avtov [al. ἀνεπεμψεν yap avtov προς 
ἡμας] και ov οὐδεν ἀξιον θανατου ἐστι πεπραγμένον αὐτω. 

Here ἐδου is omitted by οἷ [I wonder if this should not be c**] and 
D* ἃ with vgg®® [hiat r.] syr cw sin pers and diatess. 

᾿ Tisch and Soden report this because D ὦ also omit. I introduce it 
“to show the omission upheld by one cursive. The diatess quotes con- 
tinuously Luke xxiii. 4/16. There is an ἐδου in the previous verse 
xxiii. 14 not modified by syr cw sin pers, but for καὶ δου eyw there D 
writes: xayo δε, and ὦ: et ego autem, and diatess also without ecce 
there. 

Luke xxiv. 39. 
Of Christ’s request for identification after the resurrection : 

Idete tas χείρας μου καὶ Tous Todas pou ott avTos eyw expe * ψηλαφη- 
carte pe και ere * OTL πνευμα σάρκα καὶ οστεα οὐκ EXEL καθως εμε θεωρειτε 

εχοντα. 

The Greek cursive 300 omits αὐτὸς with a γ 1. Syrr copt omit 
avtos altogether, while the rest vary the order and form of autos eyw expe 
considerably. (Pers omits altogether). αὐτὸς probably came in for 
emphasis from the margin. Soden adds *", presumably © 51 = 4 (Paris 
nat. 84) for plain omission of av7os, and indeed an addition to the basic 
text would be quite likely here. 

(Soden, as usual, neglects the witness previously reported for omission, 
viz. Evan. 800.) 

John i. 15. 

Concerning the wording of John Baptist’s witness to Jesus: 

Ιωαννης waptuper περι avtou, Kat Kexpaye λεγων * OuTos nv ον εἰπον * 

O οπίσω pov ερχομενος, εμπροσθεν μου γεγονεν. _ 
314 (= Sod“) reads eors for nv. The Latins vary between est (a bc 

efqarpmaur vgg*) as (syr), and erat (ἢ ὃ [hiat ἃ] vgg"" Iren Aug), but 
Evst 54 omits outright. 

This is interesting because δὲ alone of Greeks omits ov εἰπὸν following, 
with arab, as if between mv and ov εἰπὸν a mark had perhaps been set 

indicating omission, and δὲ had omitted ov εἰπὸν and not nv. 
The bohairic really seems to omit mv (xe DAI OH eTAIXOY 

eo RuTa). 
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John 1. 19. Of the rebuilding of the temple (of His body) : 

Ἀπεκριθὴ ο Incous καὶ εἰπεν αὑτοῖς Avoate Tov vaov TovTov καὶ 

ἐν τρισὶν ἡμεραις eyepw avToV. 

Evst 47 reads with Ignatius δια τριων ἡμερων. 

John γ. 27. Of the Father’s great gifts to the Son: 

... Καὶ εξουσιαν εδωκεν αὐτω Kat Kpiow mow... 

Now εδωκεν is omitted outright only by Hust 47 and diatess, making 
edwxev of verse 26 serve here also. Observe that the syriac and pers 
substitute fecit for dedit in verse 27. Neither Tisch nor Soden notice 
these readings. 

John vi. 22. Concerning the departure of the disciples : 

Tn επαυριον ο οχλος 0 ἐστηκως περαν τῆς θαλασσης ἰδων OTL πλοιαριον 

αλλο ove ἢν εκει εἰ μὴ εν ἐκεῖνο εἰς 0 ἐνεβησαν οἱ μαθηται αὕυτου, και OTL OV 
συνεισηλθε τοῖς μαθηταῖς αὐτου ο Ἰησους εἰς το πλοιαριίον, αλλα μονοῖ οι 

μαθηται avtov ἀπηλθον. 

Neglecting other variations, observe that the syriacs t with pers omit. 
the last clause, as do the diatessaron and Evan 220 and EHvst 222 (z*"). 

Tischendorf mentions 220 but neglects z**, while Soden calmly ignores. 
both Greek manuscripts. 

There is no break in diatess between verses 22 and 23 (proceeding 
with 23/60 continuously). Observe that the Latins (so intimately 
connected with the syr and diatess) apparently do not recognise this 
omission. 

(δὲ 56-58-61 ff, 1 omit ἀπηλθον in this clause.) 

John vi. 23. 

Of the ships from Tiberias, whether they came, had come, or were there: 

Αλλα δὲ ηλθε πλοιαρια ex TiBeptados eyyus του τοπου ὁπου εφαγον 
τον aptov ευχαριστησαντος του Κυριου. 

892 and Sod‘* with the diatess have mv for ne. 

Some have 7\Gov for ηλθε placing it in various differing positions. 

N has εἐπεέλθοντων ουν των πλοίων for adra Se ηλθε (or ηλθον) πλοιαρια 

and ovens instead of του τόπου. D has ἀλλων πλοιαριων ελθοντων (d aliae 
naviculae venerunt). C/.b7: et cum supervenissent aliae naves, cf. syr cw. 

The vg has: aliae vero supervenerunt naves. (Swpervenerunt is 
favoured by the Latins, but not by a def.) 

Among all this variation, 892 Sod“ diatess substitute nv. It seems 

to me that, including this ν, it all savours of retranslation. 

+ Syr sin is said to be illegible here, but syr cu agrees with syr pesh and pers to 
omit. (Pers doubtless replaces sy7 sin.) 

262 
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John vi. 42. 
Of the murmuring Jews’ speech concerning the parentage of our Lord 

and of his strange speech about his descent from Heaven : 
Kaz edeyov οὐχ ovtos ἐστιν Ἰησους 0 vios Ἰωσηφ, ov ἡμεις οἰδαμεν τον 

πατερὰ καὶ τὴν μητερα; πως OVV λεγει OUTOS OTL εκ TOU ουρανου κατα- 

βεβηκα; = 
There is found to be a difference of opinion as to whether ουν or νυν 

should follow πως. 
BOTW Sod boh arm syr hier Ath°™ supply νυν. 
N and D on the other hand, with the other Greeks, most Latins and 

sah 4/7, prefer ovv. . 
The peshitta does neither, but prefixes και. 
The editors are strangely enough agreed here ; Tisch and Hort on the 

strength of BCT, and Soden on the strength of BCT and the additional 
W Sod™, print πως νυν. But are they right? Does not perhaps little 
v here hold the key, which cursive Ms writes πὼς tantum ? 

The point is that syr cw sim and pers with arab and the latins ae 
and sah 3/7 are agreed to omit in the same way as v*", merely saying πως. 
Still the editors might be right; but when we find Paris” backing up 
v, the syriacs, a 6, the persian, the arabic, and sah 3/7 for omission we 

“must pause to ask the reason why. 
Since therefore once more δὲ and B are not agreed (and aeth boh™™™ 

vg?® conflate) does not Paris*’ hold (with v*") the true base behind NB, 

and are not syr pers with sah 3/7 and Paris v** the purveyors of the 
““true text” ? 

John vi. 64. Of Christ’s speech to the disciples on a certain occasion : 
Αλλ εἰσιν εξ υμων τινες οἱ ov πιστευουσιν. 

Here τινες is omitted by 157 alone, and indeed may well be an 

addition. Tischendorf, recognising this, chronicles the omission, but 
Soden does not think it worth while, although a reference to syr sin and 

aeth appears to confirm it. Observe here that the order of most: εξ ὑμων 
τίνες (s0 also syr cu) is varied by STX*3 and some very important cursives 

(plus syr pesh hier) to τινες εξ υμων. 

John vi. 70. ‘The apostrophe as to a traitor being among the twelve: 
Απεκριθη αὑτοῖς ο Ιησους * Ovx eyw ὑμᾶς tous δωδεκα εξελεξαμην 

και εἕ υμων εἷς διαβολος ἐστιν. 

Evan 28 omits τους δωδεκα. Cf. syr cu sin. 
Note that 185 (Sod* and a very critical codex) omits εξελεξαμην, 

having evidently mistaken the word to be deleted. Thus again 185 
alone omits εξ before ὑμων, intending probably to omit εἷς with N*; and 
thus 2° omits καὶ εξ ὑμων, retaining εἷς. 

John xiii. 14/15. 
Of Christ’s example in the washing of the feet: 

Ex ovy eyw ενίψα ὑμων τοὺς todas, o κυριος Kat o διδασκαλος, Kat 
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υμεις οφείλετε ἀλληλων veTTTELY Tous Todas. Ὑποδειγμα yap εδωκα υμιν, 
wa καθὼς eyw εποιησα ὑμῖν, καὶ υμεις ποιητε. >. 

Now this yap is omitted by 604 and the very important cursive οἷ, 
The saying is more stately thus. Not “For I have given you an 
example,” but very simply and majestically: ‘I (your Lord and Master) 
have given you an example.” 

Does syr sin omit? No, it has δε. Do any others? Apparently 
none except the diatess, for Soden says “om yap Ta 15 19/18," Now 
the diatess is a good witness here, for it quotes continuously John xiii. 1/20. 
‘There are no other witnesses then for this stately phrase? Yes there are, 
and important ones too. Soden’s notes in such cases are too maddening 
for words, for when he supplements Tischendorf (as here, Tisch neglecting 
the omission of c**) he cannot even get the matter right. 

Observe then that syr hier®° also omit. Is that all? No, for pers 
(wonderful witness!) also omits [against syr pesh and sin]. Is that all? 
No, not yet, for d, that other extraordinary witness, also omits, against 

D* opposite. Such opposition between d and D® invariably means ἃ 
great deal. I discover these omissions of von Soden by chance, but 
Sabatier had already called attention to the reading of d. Students 
cannot possibly see these things in Tischendorf or Soden. Aethi™ 
renders ‘“‘ Quia exemplum dedi vobis” without yap which the Coptic 
versions hold. Is this quite all? No, because Aphraates opposes syr 

sin and also omits yap altogether. For omission then, instead of 
Tatian 604 and οἷ as Soden tells us, we have: 604 οἷ d pers syr 

hier®° diatess Aphraates and (aeth). 

John xix. 40. Of the custom of the Jews at burial: 

ἔλαβον ovy to cwpa του ἴησου καὶ εδησαν avto οθονιοις μετα των 

ἀρωμάτων καθὼς εθος ἐστι τοις Ἰουδαιοις ενταφιαξειν. 

Paris”, with sah boh (aeth), omits εστε. Sod (ed. Β ὁ G) Sod** 
omit eos. 

Observe NW Greg*¥* substitute ἣν for ect. ( εστιν εθος ΧΡ 185 α ὁ 

Fn Ψ. ἐ. 

John xx. 15, Of the risen one’s speech to Mary in the garden: 
Aeyet αὐτὴ o ἴησους * Γυναι, te κλαιεις ; τινα Enters; Ἐκείνη δοκουσα 

οτι ο κηπουρος ἐστι Neyer αυὐτω Κυριε. .. 

28, with syr stn and dimma, omits o Incous. 

So, among the Latins, observe : 
John xxi. 13. 

Of Christ’s post-resurrection action at the lake-side : 
ἔρχεται (ουν ο) Incous καὶ Nap Save: τον aptov Kat Sidwow autos. 

ὁ with syr sin omits this epxerar. 
c reads merely: Tune Jesus accepit... 
syr stn merely: Et accepit Jesus... 
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Luke vi. 45. ; 
o ayabos avOpwros ex τοῦ ἀγαθου Oncavpov τῆς καρδιας αὐτου 

mpogepe το αγαθον * Kat o πονηρος ἀνθρωπος εκ Tov Tovnpov θησαυρου της 
καρδιας αὐτου προφερει To Tovnpov. 

- Here ff, alone elides the first τῆς καρδιας, writing: Bonus homo de 
bono d'ensauro suo proferet bonum .. . thus alone agreeing with Dial®”. 

Mark vi. 2. 
καὶ γενομενου σαββατου npEato ev Tn συναγωγὴ διδασκειν * καὶ πολλοι 

. ἄκονοντες εξεπλησσοντο, λέγοντες : ποθεν τουτω ταυτα;.... 

As against ἀκούοντες of textus receptus supported by NABCW une’ 
aPland df f g1silq78vgg with audientes, D*FHLA®II3 Sod some 
minn, including some interesting manuscripts (and a with cum audissent), 

~prefer ἀκούσαντες, but ὁ ὁ ὁ have neither but exhibit a blank. It is 
-eminently a place, as will be seen upon close inspection, where a word 
-could naturally be added, and the fact that the authorities vary as to its 

form or tense shows that it may be an early addition. The Greek ms 

W would probably have omitted with ὃ ὁ e had it continued this 
recension beyond Chapter V. I mention the example particularly 
because ‘W ceases to convey this type of text before the end of ch. V. 
[Hiant syr™"", sed habent syr?" ™"* pers et diatess]. Cf. Luci. 66, p. 445. 

Lastly, consider Matt. iv. 1 —vzro tov mvevparos 892 P* soli, where 

the order is changed by NK 157 syr aeth, suggesting something amiss ; 
and Mark ii. 11 -- σοὶ λέγω eyerpe by Paris” alone, while W 40 46 61 252 
y* Sod ὃ ¢ 6 omit σοι Aeyw, and 7, sah 1/2 omit eyerpe, and δὲ [not 
reported by Tisch or Sod] varies the order Ὁ Ἔγειρε σοι Neyo [Hiant syr™""]. 

Von Sopren’s New TESTAMENT, issued July 1913. 

The crowning volume of von Soden’s labours, viz. the New Testament 
volume itself, reached me after nearly all of Part I. of this essay was set 

up. I have used it for Part II. although this necessitated resetting a 
considerable amount of type, but for Part I. I was afraid I would not be 
able to use his work except occasionally in St. Luke and St. John, 
but I have managed to work in most of the evidence throughout. 

I shall attempt no thorough review of his system or of his work 
at this place. Occasional notes will be found where it is desirable to 
correct his apparatus or to supplement my own. 

I said at the beginning of this essay that the readings of Westcott 
and Hort, that is those of the ms B, had been generally accepted in 

England and nearly as much so in Germany. I am told that in Germany 
this is not the case. Let us look at a passage in von Soden’s new 
edition for information. 

Upon the strength of B, Westcott-Hort have printed at Matthew xiii. 4 
Kat ἔλθοντα τα πετεινα κατεφαγεν ava, instead of καὶ ηλθεν (or ηλθον) τα 

πετεινὰ καὶ κατεφαγεν avta. B had support only from fMatthaei Fyer 



EPILOGUE. VON SODEN’S NEW TESTAMENT. 455 

y* (not mentioned by Tisch) and fam 13 but they add του ovpavov after 
TETELVA. 

I was surprised to find von Soden follow suit for this reading of 
eMovta ta πετεινα (-- καὶ). His note on the evidence is not absolutely 

clear, but one is to infer that besides B, these other Mss have been found 
to have the reading, viz. 050 (Ms at Tiflis related to the D text, which 

latter here hag the ordinary text) ὃ 30 (= 4, otherwise more related to &, 

which does not have it) ε 1444 (Athos, Pantel. 101) ε 1413 (Athos, 

Pantocr. 34) e 1388 (Athos, Pantocr. 60) ε 1216 (Berlin 55, Greg 659); I 

suppose a little iota must stand for family 13, but he does not mention 
the mss by name nor do we know definitely whether the whole group 

of twelve Mss: 

13-69-124~-174-230-346-543-788-826-837-983-Serres 
Ser. 556 

has the B reading. 
Scholz and Tisch after fam 13 had said “ alzi,” but von Soden’s list 

does not bear this out, his witnesses being mss unknown to Scholz and 

Tischendorf. Tischendorf neglected to mention the other witnesses 
represented by “αἱ. They seem to be confined to the Lectionary class 
and are f of Matthaei (Evst 49) H**" (Hust 150) y** (Hust 259). It would 

have been better for von Soden to mention these additional witnesses, as 
his choice of reading needs defence. It presupposes, like Hort’s, that 7r@ov 
Ta πετείνα grew out of a basic ελθοντα πετεινα, but then B has ελθοντα 
ta merewa, and how account for the suppression of καὶ seq.? If B and 
the others read ελθοντα terewa there would be some force in thinking 
that the other readings had sprung from this, but does not ελθοντα ra 
πετεινὰ merely indicate misreading or revision. 

Where are SL and D and W and Z? Opposed to B. Where does 
Origen stand? Opposed to B. [This von Soden’s notes do not indicate, 
as he merely repcrts Καὶ (Κοινη) for the regular reading.| Where are 33 

and 892? Opposed to B. And so are all the rest of the mss, and the 
versions. I mention this to show that B is still regarded too highly in 

Germany as a basic or neutral text, and von Soden’s text probably per- 
petuates an error of B and of his small following. 

There is no trace of this in any of the Latins, and ὁ i, both extant 

here, support the usual Greek text against B. 
-- καὶ is however found in sah and boh 1/2"after the coptic manner. 

‘Came the birds (of Heaven), they ate them.” 

Is this the secret? The other versions do not omit και. Must we 
trace this matter also to coptic influence on B? Very possibly; and B’s 
forerunner, not liking A@ov...catepayov without copula in Greek, 

although the coptic admits of it, changed the first Greek aorist to the 
participle. 

I claim that the versions have been unduly magnified sometimes to 
support a Greek reading, but a!so, as in the present case, unduly relegated 
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to the background when their joint testimony is of considerable value. 
If von Soden had properly grouped his evidence, and instead of βαγίπρ : 

K gegen Ηδ ete. 
he had said 

K, [*°%, yell οὐ latt syr verss et Patres gegen H* etc. 

we would have seen the real evidence. 

Had he intimated that sak and part of boh omitted the copula και, 
while holding Gov, we should also have got a glimmer of the probable 
reason for the B reading, but he is silent on this point. 

This is not intended to be unfriendly criticism of von Soden, but 
only meant to indicate the lines along which we must work for a true 
grasp of the problems involved before printing new texts. After going 
through von Soden’s apparatus to supplement my own, I have however 
come to very serious and disparaging conclusions as to his work in 
general. His notes are exceedingly inaccurate, his text is not founded 
upon any consistent method of using evidence, and I regret to say that 
he has repeatedly invented Scripture in his text without manuscript or 
Patristic authority. The proof to this effect shall be submitted separately, 
but some of it will be found noticed in scattered places in these volumes. 

As to the Kown. 

There remains one argument to be dealt with, and that concerns 
the possibility of someone saying that, after all, the variations in B are 
few in number and probably less than in most Mss. That is hardly so. 
If the reader wants a tenth-century example of a ms true to the Church 
type let him examine Matthaei’s k, ἃ most beautiful and neat Ms, one 

of our very early cursives, and in this ms will be found a true exponent 
of the Κοινή. Had Erasmus used this, no fault could have been found, 

and yet but little difference is to be found between k and the textus 
receptus, while B and his group differ infinitely more among themselves 
at a period much more remote. 

The Κοινή probably preserves ‘‘ the true text” at Luke xxiii. 8: 
nv yap θέλων εξ txavov (-- χρονου) ew αὑτον ... or, as reported by 

W [teste Lake] 241 Evst 48 49 54 639 ge Het: ἣν yap εξ txavov 

(—xpovov) θέλων Sev αυτον. .. 

This is a peculiar construction, but, being the more difficult or 

idiomatic without ypovov, is probably to be preferred. 
Soden here abandons the chief uncials, which have εξ txavwv χρόνων, 

and prints εξ ἐκανοὺ θέλων without giving any authority for the K (Κοινή) 
which he quotes, for the K has >Oedwv εξ exavov. 

It so happens however that not only W [teste Lake contra Soden] 
agrees with Soden’s text of εξ cxavov θέλων, with six lectionaries, but 
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that 241 (Matthaei’s k), the very MS under consideration above, does 

this also. I wonder if Soden has stumbled on the “true text’’ here as 
confirmed by 241. For notice that the genius of all the versions 
requires the expression of ypovov. Hence the versions very likely 
reflected on our earliest Greek Mss as seen already so often elsewhere, 

and led to the addition of ypovov, or substitution of ἐκανων χρόνων, while 
the maligned textus receptus may hold the base here, and Soden and 
241 preserve the true order! It is more than curious, for Soden appears 
to do so quite innocently, and ignorantly of the true evidence as to the 
Κοινή. 

Winer has a brief reference to the passage on p. 459 (English edition, 
1882), but Afoudton in his translator’s note 3, while saying ‘‘ In Luke xxiii. 8 

quoted above in the text, εξ ἐκανων χρονων is no doubt the true reading” 
goes quite beyond his province, and is merely bowing to the authority 
of the company of NBD(L)T etc., whereas there is no such certainty 

about ‘‘ the true text” here, and the indications seem to me to point the 

other way, and ypovov more likely to have crept in than to have slipped 
out or to have been suppressed in an “‘ Antioch” revision. 

As this brings up again Turner's ex parte obiter dictum of the oldest 
Mss against the later ones (“which issue will never have to be tried 
again ’’) I make free to go into the case as to cxavos a little more fully 
than Winer or Moulton (Blass is silent), for it is a very pretty test 

passage indeed. 
Now that we have seen that the “ oldest’ Mss were affected already 

by the versions or by the Greek text underlying the versions (whichever 
way the critics prefer to have it put), we can the more readily see the 
bearing of the present case as to the untrustworthiness of the “oldest” 
Greek Mss in just such a case, and realize perhaps that, although 
mutually supporting each other, NBD(L)T 157 ¢ d sah +T' Sod 892 
Paris®? Laura41 are wrong, and that the Kowy and 241 are right at 

Luke xxiii. 8. 
The justification for this view is to be found in the classical example 

at Acts xx. 11 where the writer (doubtless St. Luke) in telling of St. Paul’s 
long preaching at Troas, after the revival of Eutychus, says: 

“avaBas δε καὶ KNacas τον apTov Kat γευσαμενος, ep ἱκανον τε ομίλησας 

ἄχρι avyns ουτως εξηλθεν.᾽᾽ 

Here “until break of day” qualifies ep ἐκανον sufficiently to give it 

its true Lucan meaning. 
This e@ cxavov then at Acts xx. 11 (not noted by Winer) is the 

complement of εξ cxavov in Luke xxiii. 8. 
Besides, if we look further, we find that cxavos is used by the writer 

of the third Gospel and of the Acts no less than 25 times, whereas it is 
found elsewhere only six times in St. Paul’s Epistles and three times in 
St. Matthew and St. Mark. 
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That St. Luke used cxavov without ypovov in xxiii. 8 is probable, . 
because he so thoroughly understood the technical value of the word in 
Greek. Thus at Acts xxii.6 besides using φως cxavoy of the “ great” 
light (an ‘eafolding’ light, see Acts ix. 3) at St. Paul’s conversion, at 
Acts xx. 87 cxavos δὲ eyevero κλαυθμος παντων “ But they all set up a 
great weeping,” at Luke xxiii. 9 (in close proximity to the passage under 
review) ernpwta Se avtoy ev λογοις sxavots “ But he questioned him in 
many words” (a sufficiency of words), we find in Acts xvii. 9 of the 

taking of bond or security from Jason : 

“καὶ λαβοντες το tKavov,” simply, 

which is the correct technical term (not referred to by Winer or Blass). 

Therefore when we read at: 
Acts xii. 12 ov ησαν txavor συνηθροισμενοι Kat προσευχομενοι 

or ,, xix. 19 cxavor Se... tas βιβλους κατεκαιον ενωπίον παντων 

we understand that many were gathered together, and that many burned 
their magical books, and not only that certain did so. 

So again at Luke xxii. 38, of the two swords before the betrayal, 

our Lord’s comment is reported thus by St. Luke: ‘“o δὲ evrev avtais 
txavov εστιν. That is to say not only ‘they are sufficient” but “it 
is plenty.” (Cf. 2 Cor. ii. 6 ἑκανον τω τοιουτω ἡ επιτίμια αὐτὴ. Re- 

turning to Luke xxiii. 8/9 observe that we meet with the use of ἐκανος 
alone in both verses to signify ‘‘ much” or ‘‘ many”: 

xxiii. 8. O δε Hpwins ἐδων tov Ιησουν exapn λίαν * nv yap θέλων εξ txavov 
wey avTov.... 

xxiii. 9. ernpwra Se avtov ev λογοις ἱκανοῖς ᾿ avtos Se οὐδὲν απεκρινατο 
αυτω. Ξ 

The genius of the versions then permits of the translation of ἐκανοὶς 
in verse 9 by ‘“‘many,” but requires in verse 8 the addition of ““ time” 

to vxavov. The versions then.can only be used to trace the matter in a 
subsidiary sense. 

To εξ exavov HMXt II minn™ and W add ypovov as most Latins, 

the Syriacs, Aeth and Boh. : 

While εξ ἐκανων χρονων is substituted by NBDTT' Sod™ 157 892 
Paris” Laura“! and ὁ ἃ of the Latins: “ὦ (or de) multis temporibus.” 
Thus also the armenian apparently, and the sahidic arnt Senos 

Nowoeiy (against boh icxen owseryy Mocponoc). And ΑΒΓΔΛ 
unc rell’ most Greek cursives have with the textus receptus θέλων εξ 
txayov, While Soden’s text prints εξ xavov θέλων. He recognised then that 
Xpoveu or xpovev had probably come in from the outside, but in adopting 
this order I hardly think that he recognised that it is supported by V 
[teste Lake contra Soden] and by 241 Hust 48 49 54 63" and z2** He. 

I have not mentioned L. That ms, while having εξ ἐκανων χρονων, 
drops the θέλων, which is necessary here, and affords a slight clue that 

$ X has the order: εξ txavov xpovov θελων. 
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there may have been a mark set in text or margin for redeletion of ypovev 
which mark was misunderstood. Some difficulty also confronted the Latin 

Ms a, for it omits altogether, having only: erat enim cupiens videre illum. 
That the four great cursives 157 892 Paris’ Laura‘! go with 
NBD(L)TT' Sod, and that Τὶ supports T, and Sod supports Ὁ, with 
the adhesion of the sahidic, shows that this is a fixed reading early. Yet 
it is absolutely circumscribed as to cursives by the consent only of the 

four named as far as I know. : 
The rest of the documents evidently lacked ypovov or χρονων, for of 

the uncials which add xpovov, viz. HMXILW, most have strong Latin 
affiliations, certainly X and W, and the forty or fifty cursives which add 

are a mixed lot and some add only in the margin. 
It is therefore an equally fixed tradition outside of these—that is to 

say with the remaining eleven uncials headed by A and with the great 
majority of cursives—that ypovov was not in the original text. 

It is just here that Ψ [teste Lake] and that remarkable exponent of 
the Κοινή, viz. 241 (Matthaei’s beautiful tenth-century cursive k), with 

six lectionaries as named above, give Soden’s order of εξ ἐκανου θέλων 

(without ypovov). 
The textus receptus then positively denies xpovov a place. This, 

according to Tischendorf, Hort and Moulton ete., simply shows that the 
textus receptus was “revised.” But was it? 

Have we not clearly indicated by the undesigned coincidences cited 
from elsewhere in Luke and Acts that cxavov without xpovov would be 
eminently Lucan, that the revisers of Antioch (if there were any) would 
not be any more “classical” than Luke himself, but that more probably 
Alexandria (to prevent any ambiguity) not merely added χρονου, but 
changed εξ cxavov to εξ txavwy χρονων, and that this was done at so 
early a date as to mislead Moulton and other followers of Tischendorf 
and Hort into thinking that it is ‘the true text.” It would certainly 
have been passing strange for ‘‘ Antioch”’ to change the plural εξ ἑκανων 
χρονων to the singular εξ ἱκανοῦ without ypovov. 

At the end of our journey we can now afford to call attention to 
such a passage. No matter whether a consensus of NB(L)TT'D Sod” 

157 892 Paris’ Laura4! (Sod**l?) read one way, their reading is 
improbable as an original one. Merz is silent on this passage, but 
Soden, notwithstanding additional testimony of T' Sod®** 892 Paris” 
Laura‘! (Sod® 372’), all unknown to Tischendorf and Hort, is content to 

oppose NB(L)DT 157 and these added authorities, and not only content 

to oppose them, but, unconsciously apparently, gives us the reading and 

order of 241 :— 
nv yap εξ txavov θέλων Sev avtov... 

and vindicates the Κοινή as reported by its best representative (as I claim 
it to be) the ms 241. This Ms it will be observed gives the order of NBT 

without the addition. 
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The reading of 241 and the Κοινή needs no defence, whereas the 
‘Egyptian ” reading has to be explained. I stand once more on the 
“harder” or ‘‘ simpler” reading which I believe to be Lucan. 

[In my review of Soden in J.T.S. April 1914 I have criticised Soden, 
not for adopting the reading of 241, but for failing to see that he had 
done so. ] 

MeErx, Ramsay, AND SoDEN. 

Adalbert Merz, daring but thoroughly competent scholar, has arrived 
at the same conclusions that I have through an entirely independént 
channel of thought. His ‘Die vier kanonischen Evangelien’ (8 vols.) 
should be read by everybody who professes to understand these studies. 
This is a thorough digest of the Sinaitic Syriac with its bearing on a 
foundation text. His conclusions, expressed in no uncertain terms, are 

that δὲ and B are thoroughly unreliable witnesses as exponents of a 
neutral and pre-syrian text. 

There are flaws in syr sim, and in many passages we are still seeking 
for more light, but Mera has placed the study upon ἃ higher and a 
simpler plane, and I could wish that von Soden had shown a willingness 
to sit at Merz’ feet rather than air his own exceedingly questionable 
eclecticism. Soden opposes Merz at Luke xii. 14, Mark xvi. 4, where he 
certainly should have bowed to his countryman’ 8 greater skill. 

For assistance in controlling syr sin we turn to the Latin witnesses 

and more particularly to the Codex Bezae. I have considered its text, 
in something like its present form, to. be older than a.p. 200. Sir William 
Ramsay, attacking the problem from yet quite another standpoint, has 
arrived at the conclusion, from his studies in Asia Minor, that as regards 

the Acts we cannot date the corrector of D d later than approximately 
A.D. 150-160, and that the foundation text is much older. 

I recognise one or two very early correctors in the Codex Bezae, 
acquainted with Syriac, which of course complicates the problem of the 
ultimate base, but Bezae, being free from extraneous text influences, has 

a large value when used in connection with the Syriac documents. 
Occasionally we find the persian, with or without the armenian, suggesting 
the lost syriac base, not present even in syr sin or syr cu. This has still 
to receive scientific treatment. 

‘When we reach von Soden, instead of finding an advance on Merz 
and Ramsay’s studies, we find a different state of things altogether. We 
find that Soden is in another class as an investigator and a student, and 

+ His mind worked with great rapidity. Thus he hardly ever italicises or places 
within inverted commas the frequent Latin or English or French quotations which occur 
to him as he writes. He quotes, for instance, ‘‘ Facts are stubborn things,” or "" Be bold, 
be not too bold,” in the middle of a German sentence without any indication that these 
are quotations and in another language. 
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that his vision is circumscribed and Alexandrian. His text is a real 
mixture and quite unscientific. He is incapable of arguing on the lines 
of Merz, and apparently too much of a schoolman to see with Ramsay's 
sharp and clear vision. The truth is that some half-informed people of 
an Alexandrian turn of mind, who have never made a study of the 
idiosyncrasies of documents (except at second-hand), have stampeded the 
Professors into a belief that the wltimam verbum in textual criticism has 
been said,f and that the wltima ratio has been reached. Soden suggests an 
Alexandrian redivivus such as Hort was. Soden’s text is so thoroughly 
Alexandrian that it falls into line with Hort, irrespective of Ms evidence. 
Among other things, it favours the imperfect over the aorist, just as the 
Alexandrians did, and favours the historic present on countless occasions, 

see Matt. xv. 12 etc. ete. As to the imperfect, observe Matt. ix. 9, 
ἠκολούθει (pro nxodovOncev) Soden following ΗΠ 55 18 [5 286 ape 1266 1853 1448, 

Yet two verses below, at ix. 11, Sod'* refuses edeyov (pro εἰπον) against 
a larger combination, viz. “cc all He 76 (Δ) r* 600 94 nm 167 fb 1266 Bb 1043 1353 1416 

M48 541 γέ vg,” including this time not only the Latins, but the very mss 
followed above, which I have underlined, and the second combination 

includes BCL Cyril actually missing from the first, where only δὲ of the 

H family is present. (In the second combination Soden should have 
said “eve. dk” after ‘tt vg.’’) 

Could anything be less scientific ? 
So, also, as to the partitive genitive. Observe several places, and 

note Luke ii. 37, ove αφιστατο του tepov, Soden with Hort, and the small 

group BF’ LEW 181 604 Paris”, to which add of Soden’s codices only 
Sod", against everything else for aro tov tepov (except D* του ναου). 
Even has ex tov cepov. If δὲ found the preposition absent from his 

copy, as is probable from his adopting ex and not amo, he undoubtedly 
referred to Latin or Coptic or Syriac, and added the εκ from those 

sources. If he had consulted other Greek copies he would have added 
απο. This is a pretty place as to my contention as to δὲ and polyglot 
influences. Hort at any rate had the merit of simplifying matters 
by elevating Codex B to the dignity of an all-powerful arbitrator in 
any complicated passages. Von Soden’s text, while evidently enjoying 
certain solecisms of B or NB, is so eclectic that its methods are not easy 

to follow and in certain cases scriptural terms have been invented by 
conflation or mixture of various attested readings. The text is of no 
use to the real student. 

As between Hort and von Soden t there is no doubt that Hort chooses 

+ Thus Dr. Moffatt in his English translation of the N.T. adopts Soden’s text asa base. 

} As these last pages came to me for revision, I received the news of Hermann 
von Soden’s sudden and untoward end. I regret that there has been so much to 
criticise as to his work. I wish I could have seen any way to modify it. 
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the short-cut to “get thete” by electing to adopt B readings in cases of 
doubt. It is not the royal road; in fact it is the disloyal road, when we 
consider how many other witnesses he has to put aside. But it has a 
singular fascination for scholars. It is ingenious and ingenuous, but it 
will never solve our problems. 

Thus, in a variety of three or more readings or orders, Hort almost 
invariably fell back upon B, even when quite alone, so that we know 
what to expect. It is otherwise with von Soden’s text. One does not 
know what to expect, and it ends frequently by getting muddled eens not: 
following any document. 

Soden’s notes, by whomsoever put together, without any exaggeration, 
are full of every misdemeanour known to textual criticism. Even Evst 28 
is confused with Zvan 28 (John ix. 27). I knew this must happen when 
people rushed in apparently armed cap-d-pie for the fray, but forgot the 
stringent rules of preparation which ξουθεν such bouts in whatever 
connection undertaken. 

I do not laud Merz because he agrees with me or I with him. But 
Merz reminds one of a mettlesome and blooded horse well and appro- 
priately girded for the tourney, whereas Soden’s charger is ill accoutred, 
with his harness indifferently patched, and in danger of its breaking and 
coming apart, before his rider has crossed a lance. 

Merx, VoGELs, AND Bourxirr. 

Vogels has done, and is doing, good work, but seems to harp too 
much on a consanguinity (not necessarily of origin) between D®, some 

, latins, and syr cu (sin). 

In the Syriac-Greek text, thus brought into clear si again by him, 
we have to differentiate between three things ; - 

1. Glosses, or additions to the narrative. 

2. Harmonistic matters, which he traces entirely to Tatian. 
3. The real base. 

Vogels drives this second horse very hard, and may kill him. 
I would liken this matter to a unicorn team of horses, which, as I 

know by personal experience, is the most difficult of all combinations to 
drive ; and we can, for convenience, label the horses or their postilions 
Burkitt, Vogels, and Merz. Thus: 

Burkitt seems to have confused glosses of the ὡ ἐπποεξαξα ” text with 
the so-called Western text as a whole. This lead-horse has a very tender 
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and sensitive mouth, is difficult to drive, and rushes his corners. As in 

every spike-team, one or both of the wheelers (owing to the close coupling 
of the lead-bar to the crab of the pole, in the case of a single leader) 
will frequently follow the leader too quickly when the lead-reins are even 
slightly touched or looped to make a turn. The near-wheeler with his 
postilion Vogels is apt to do this. 

Fortunately Merz, the postilion of the off-wheeler, is steady-going 
and experienced, and on him we depend to arrive safely at our destination. 
He refuses to be stampeded on the one hand by the baulking, or on the 
other hand by over-anxiety on the part of the leader, and tries to quiet 
the anxious demeanour of his wheel-mate, who wants to pull the whole 
coach himself. 

In other words, apologizing for my mixed metaphor, there has been 
great confusion between glosses, harmonies, and base in the Graeco-Syriac- 
Latin unicorn coach. But the three things are absolutely distinct, for : 

(8) The Graeco-Syriac text is often the shortest, irrespective of 

synoptic accounts—hence very likely basic. Merx has done good work in 
his running commentary on syr sin, and must not be denied the proper 
hearing as to this and other cognate matters. 

(2) The harmonies visible which Vogels insists upon are certainly 

present in the Graeco-Syriac text, or in that part of it represented by D d 
and syr cu diatess, but we must not look at this alone. Behind these 
diatessaric harmonies rests a most ancient base. 

(1) The glosses of one or another or of a group of these “ Western” 
documents represent frills and clothing assumed much later than either 

(8) or (2), and are to be kept absolutely distinct and not confused with 

harmonies or base. 

The Version Tradition. 

Reduced to its simplest terms the question of the “ Version tradition ” 
seems to resolve itself into these propositions. 

A heavy Syriac influence is visible acting on the Latins (even 
extending in places to Tertullian t), but much more lightly on the 
Greek mss. It can also be seen extending to the Coptic versions. 

A heavy Coptic influence is observed acting on some of our Latin 
uss (e ff J) with nearly as strong a hand. 

A Latin reaction of the earliest is visible on all the Greek mss, and 

can also be traced to some extent in the Coptic and Aethiopic versions. 

ω t eg. Readings: Luke xx. 5 Er quare, inquit Christus, non credidistis ei. 

Tert™* 8, This +EHt is Syriac. Luke xii. 58 dividetur Tert™*” with r and syr against 
the Latins dividentur and Gk NBDTLU διαμερισθησονται. 

Renderings: John v. 89 “Scripturas in quibus salutem ΒΡΕΒΑΤῚΒ TertPreescr. 6 

= Burkitt’s translation of syr cw (hiat sin), although of course the Syriac wiam is 
‘anceps’ or hydra-headed, but Tert’s speratis is against the Greek δοκειτε and against 
all the Latins putatis (ὦ = existimatis as Gwilliam’s translation of syr?*" which he 
changed from Schaaf’s “ putatis”). 
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Vogels and others would attribute the Syriac element in the Latins 
solely to the influence of Tatian’s diatessaron. Historically speaking 

there is this much foundation for the opinion in that Victor of Capua 
seems to have found a Latin version of the diatessaron, and so far no 

traces remain of a Greek ms of the diatessaron. But there are objections 
to this view, for the diatessaron does not seem by any means the only 
responsible factor in the matter of Syriac influence on Latin, and it 
seems more probable that Tatian’s foundation text, upon which he 
formed his Syriac diatessaron (if it was originally in Syriac), was a 
bilingual or polyglot embracing Gr-Syr- ἀ Lat, which was current in 
Rome A.D. 150.f 

Τὸ is rather to the credit of the Latin versions that they bear traces 
of Syriac influence, for it shows that the second-century scholars referred 
to a Syriac version for elucidation of Aramaic points when in doubt as 
to correct Greek or Latin rendering of the phraseology of and of the 
points connected with a story whose background, was essentially and 
inseparably Semitic. The story having been given to the world in a 
Greek form and dress, the Greeks themselves were no doubt content to 

hold to the Greek text, as do more modern scholars, but the Latin and 

Graeco-Liatin mss exhibit a different attitude. Hence the ‘ Western’ 
text links up with the ‘ Eastern’ or Syriac, and the Greek text goes over 
to Alexandria and Greek Egypt to be remodelled. 

In the earliest times the written Gospel was not planned. St. Peter, 
when he heard of Mark’s work (we are told), ‘‘neither approved nor 
disapproved of it.” In St. Peter’s lifetime then he had not foreseen the 
need for it. The preaching of his eye-witness seemed sufficient for the 
times; but that was in the early stages of the ministry, and the people 
were soon clamouring for the records in written form, and we may be 
sure (although history vouchsafes nothing on the point) that in that 

misty period of the apostolic-sub-apostolic age, between A.D. 60 and 120, 

men were comparing the records,t people of different languages were 

+ This is not the place where I can discuss the “ earliest stratum of the Latin text.” 
A key passage like John viii. 55 καὶ eav εἰπὼ ore οὐκ οἰδα avrov, ἐσομαι ὁμοιος ὑμων ψευστης 
yields however this amount of information, that Tertullian’™=™ has it thus: “ Ht si 
dicam non novi, ero similis vesTRI mendax,” whereas all other Latins have vobis with 
υμιν of ABDW and a few minuscules (limited to 1 52 188 157 254 2”*) to which add 
Sod™ (test. Beermann et Gregory). This may or may not signify that all the other 
Latins post-date Tertullian, but it reveals Tertullian’s Latin version (for I cannot 
consider that he made the translation himself) in accord with the majority of Greek 
evidence. ...‘ Since, moreover, you are close to Italy you have Rome, from which 
there comes even into our own hands the very authority ” (of these “ authentic writings,” 
see above) TertPracscr. 38. 

t Of. all of Tertullian’s forty-four chapters in his “‘ Prescription against Heretics,” 
and note (iv) “ adulteri evangelizatores,” (vii) “whence spring those ‘fables and endless 
genealogies’ and ‘ unprofitable questions’ and ‘ words which spread like a cancer’... 
Away with all attempts to produce a mottled Christianity of Stoic, Platonic, and 
dialectic composition...’’ See also ch. viii. and all the following. 
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insisting upon being fed by the Word in their own speech, capable 
translators were at work, and scholars were immediately engaged in 
comparing these versions. 

We are apt to think, in our pride of twentieth-century scholarship 
and achievements, that things are different now to what they were then. 
My mind, however, conceives of just the same criticism in vogue then 
as now (large traces of which have come down to us in the sketches and 
remnants of the diverse heresies of the second and third centuries, into 
which Tertullian enters fully) and doubtless the criticism of the written 

Word was keen and the comparison of the versions extensive. Hence 
also, from the marginal annotations of the disputing factors of the early 
second century, have descended to us many various readings which had 
their origin in that early age and not in any other. 

The Verdict asked. 

We have now completed the arraignment of Codex B in the Gospels, 
referring to a similar condition of the B text elsewhere, and have 

presented the facts upon which the jury should base their verdict. My 
arguments have been cumulative rather than exhaustively elaborate. I 
could have elaborated and gone into much greater detail as to many 

matters simply mentioned or only sketched. I have preferred to write 
for those who can appreciate a cumulative argument, which I hope I 
have at least outlined to their satisfaction. The verdict asked is whether 
B represents a “neutral” text or not. The claims put forward by us 
are that B does not exhibit a “neutral” text, but is found to be tinged, 
ag are most other documents, with Coptic, Latin and Syriac colours, 
and its testimony therefore is not of the paramount importance pre- 
supposed and claimed by Hort and by his followers. That B is guilty of 
laches, of a tendency to “improve,” and of “sunstroke” amounting 
to doctrinal bias. That the maligned textus receptus served in large 
measure as the base which B tampered with and changed, and that the 
Church at large recognised all this until the year 1881—when Hortism (in 
other words Alexandrianism) was allowed free play—and has not since 

retraced the path to sound traditions. 
In addressing the jury for the last time, 1 would remind them of 

the salient features in this investigation, and ask them to bring to bear 
upon the situation their good common sense. 

Von Soden has divided the Greek mss into certain families: 
H family (headed by B, but including NCLWZ, AY, and the 

minuscules 33 892 Paris’ and Sod®*"), 
15 family (headed by D and including W (in Mark) Sod 28 372 2° 

604 and Sod**? 155 

the fam 1 (Sod I", subdivisions *”), 
the fam 18 (Sod I', subdivisions *”‘). 



466 CODEX B AND ITS ALLIES. 

A large family I*, subdivisions *°* (headed by 3 and including M, the 
important cursive 71 and over twenty others). 

Family [#***" headed by the important minuscule 348. 
- I° headed by U and 213 and including Laura4™ and Soden’s 

critical codices 1°, 
»  I* covering the four purple uncials ΝΣ Φ and 75. 
» 15 headed by 157 and including four others. 
»  I®*>° headed by the Codex Alexandrinus with ΚΠ and a 

dozen cursives including the important 270 (Sod*") and 
280 (Sod). 

- I* covering A and four cursives. 

» 17 covering ΓΖ, ἃ very critical family, including c’‘* Sod’ ft 

Sod™ Sod“ and eighteen others. 
The commentary families A (= XX°&), Κι (of several mss), C (of at 

least five members), N (of at least five members). 

Also fam K* headed by © with V and five cursives. 
Also fam K' composed of the uncials EFGH. 
I am sorry to bother the jury to carry so much in their heads, but 

-eards can be obtained by them with this information printed in detail, 
which they can hold in their hands and consult while considering the 
following very simple questions : 

When διασαφησον (pro dpacov) Matt. xiii. 36 
and διερχομαι (pro epxouaz) Jno. iv. 15 

-were found in NB, the readings commended themselves to Tischendorf, 
Hort, and von Soden t as being excellent, neutral and basic. 

These expressions convey an ampler and fuller sense as to explaining 
the parable of the tares in the wheat, and as to the woman’s repeated 
toil || in coming to the well. Origen used both these expressions. 

According to the critics, when Lucian engaged in an ‘“ Antioch” 
revision of the text, he came across these words and thought they were 
too explanatory, so he substituted ¢pacov and ερχομαι. In other words 

he abandoned the better for the worse (or simpler) expressions. 
Now turn to the card and observe that Lucian and the poor textus 

receptus are not alone involved in this absurdity, but all the rest. 
Of the H family all other members oppose. 
Of the I families all oppose except Sod δνὰ * which have διασαφησον 

in Matthew, but these also have epyoua: in John and not διερχομαι. 
We have therefore to assume, if διασαφησον and διερχομαι are basic, 

that all the stupid scribes who copied the rest of the fam H ass, all the 
originators or scribes of the recensions 1", I”, I‘, (I#), I®, T°, I*, I’, I*, I', 

I', fam*, fam®, fam®, K', K', when they came to these places made 

¢ This really belongs with Sod" in family 10. 
1 Soden adopts the first but not the second, 
|| So the twenty scholars who made the ‘Twentieth Century New Testament’ from 

Hort’s text translate ‘‘ nor have to come all the way here to draw water.’” 
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identically the same ridiculous alterations and reduced the good, expressive, 

and ample “explain” and “come repeatedly” back to the simple “ tell” 
and “come.” No trace remains, it may be remarked incidentally, of any 

half-way-house interpretations. 
It seems unnecessary to call your attention again to other cognate 

matters. The plain fact will appeal to you and enable you to render 
a proper judgment on the other issues when you have reconsidered 

these two simple matters, and recovered critical judgment, which Origen 
abused, for he doubtless was responsible for διασαφησον and διερχομαι 
which impressed Hort as being ingenuous, forcible, and basic, instead of 

being disingenuous, and merely of an ‘ improving’ tendency. 
You will therefore absolve Lucian of the crime of bad revision of 

the neutral text in these and in other places, and render a verdict that 

“Antioch” holds the true base in many places, where a few ill-advised 
but well-meaning Alexandrian “scholars” tried their hands, all too 
successfully, at this same task of revision, which has appealed to modern 
Alexandrian redivivis with such strange persistency. 

For you must render a verdict on my appeal to a Court superior to 

that of the Revisers of 1881, as they are found both to enjoy and to 

have perpetuated in the Revised Text διασαφησον and διερχομαι. 
In rendering your verdict it would be interesting to have your views 

upon the character of Hort’s foundations, theories, and critical principles. 
They are deeply involved in a consideration of these two substitutions. 
For instance, Soden refuses δίερχομαι, but falls into line for διασαφησον 

and other kindred alterations upon identically the same authority. The 

Revisers and Soden refuse ἦρεν (for αἴρει) in Jno. x. 18, which Hort had 

adopted upon the joint testimony of δὲ and B. Where is then the solid 
foundation of Hort’s system? What becomes of the theory that 
B pre-eminently holds the “‘ neutral” base as against others ? 

Again, if S and B went apart “close to the autographs,” how much 

closer to the autographs must some of our cursives have gone apart, for 

they retain in places an apostolic and sub-apostolic base when they 

agree with Clement of Rome, Ignatius, Justin, or the Old Syriac against 

NBD and the rest of the H or I* families. 

Lastly, as regards what influenced NB to engage in certain revision, 

we must consider Version influence upon them. If this is seen and 

recognised, the “ neutral” foundation falls away, the props are withdrawn, 

and the theories as to this foundation melt into air. 

Leaving aside the possible version influence upon them of what they 

saw opposite φρασον to influence them to substitute διασαῴησον as an 

amendment, you have only to turn the pages of my brief to be convinced 

that concurrent version influence is visible all along the line upon δὲ and B. 

What of xavavatos (pro κανανιτης) Matt. x. 4 by BCDL (φῇ. lat); of 

vatapnvov (pro vafwpatov) Luke xxiv. 19 (ef. lat); of Ενγε (pro Ev) 

Luke xix. 17 (cf. lat); what of acre (pro ζητει) Matt. xvi. 4 by B? 

2H2 
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What of the syriac μαριαμ (for papa) found in Β Ὁ 

What of Luke xvi. 3 σκάπτειν ove tcyvw καὶ επαίτειν αἰσχυνομαε 
found in B only of Greeks but with syrr sah boh and aeth? 

What of the Coptic sympathy at: 
Mark xiv. 18 των εσθιοντων 

"- xiii. 82 ἄγγελος 

Luke = xi. 86 +e (ante rn αστραπη) 

» xiii. 50 ἀγαθὸς δικαιος (— και) 

Consult also in places pure syriac, coptic, or latin order adopted 
eclectically as the mood seized B or its parent. 

As to δὲ you will find in the appendix to my brief (Part 11.) ample 
matter for reflection. The instances are too numerous to be mentioned 
here. 

The Version influence affects δὲ and B in different places. 
Perhaps you have not given sufficient attention yet to this feature. 
Observe then the same character of influence on the text of C or W, 

L or Ψ, 1 or 18, 4 or 7, 21 or 22, 28 or 157, 38 or 218, 348 or 604, 892 or 

Paris”, c** or Sod®*", Sod or Sod'*’, all in differing places, and you 
will open your eyes, and by your verdict the eyes of the Professors 

and of the Public, to a state of things unrecognised hitherto, and 

which must be considered in dealing with the basic text. I leave the 
matter confidently in your hands, relying on your sound common sense. 

B quite alone with Coptic. 

Hortwan “heresy.” 

“Nisi quod humanae temeritatis, non divinae auctoritatis negotium est haeresis, 
quae sic semper emendat Evangelia, dum vitiat— TertMare. ἵν. 4. 

Upon the first page of this book I spoke of the “ Hortian heresy,” 
Upon this last page I would fain explain what it is that I accuse of being 
a heresy. 

The text printed by Westcott and Hort has been accepted as “ the 
true text,” and grammars, works on the synoptic problem, works on 
higher criticism, and others, have been grounded on this text. If the 
Hort text makes the evangelists appear inconsistent, then such and such 
an evangelist errs. Those who accept the W-H text are basing their 
accusations of untruth as to the Gospellists upon an Egyptian revision 
current 200 to 450 a.D. and abandoned between 500 to 1881, merely 
revived in our day and stamped as genuine. 

It is not as if we do not know what to expect from these Egyptian 
documents. We do know. I have open around me, as I write, the 

different authorities. When I am dealing with St. Mark’s Gospel I 
know perfectly well what to expect when I consult A. I know that A is 

going to fall into line with NB right through the Gospel, and I am 
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hardly ever disappointed. It is practically the same document. When 
I look at &® I know that in the main they are against NB here. [Γι goes 
with NB generally as elsewhere. C, I know, will sometimes go with 
them and sometimes not. When I turn to V I am hardly ever mistaken. 
Τὸ runs almost invariably with NB. But when I look at W I never 
know what to expect. I know ὦ will bear away from the other Latins 
and show positive Greek reaction. Of syr sin I am never sure, while b 
nearly always helps me to good basic traditions. As to sah and boh they 

are not certain as allies of NB, so that in some cases one knows what to 

expect and in others one does not. 
The plain fact is that NBCLAY really represent but one document, 

and that one at variance with all others; but, as explained elsewhere, it 

is anything but a “ neutral” document. 
I can almost hear the opposition saying “ Why here he admits the 

steady flow of a ‘neutral’ text.” But it is not “neutral”; it is purely 
Egyptian. Every new document recovered from Egypt points the same 
way. The new fragments published by Amélineaw grouped under the 
letter T are proof positive. Let those who do not agree with me take 
the fragment T' and compare it with NB and Co. It falls into line as a 
regular adherent, yet in some of their sub-singular readings it refuses to 
follow, showing exactly where the sub-editing took place in δὲ or B. 

The “Hortian heresy ” opened the way to endless other pseudo- 

scientific heresies. Thus Robinson Smith, dating from Iffley near Oxford, 
has written a paper for the October 1913 number of the ‘ American 
Journal of Theology’ concerning St. Luke’s dependence on Josephus. 
The case as to this is most unconvincingly stated, but on the last page 
he goes out of his way to fall foul of St. Luke in these gracious and 
conservative and helpful terms: 

“That is not Luke’s method of paraphrasing. On the contrary, he 
usually, or at least frequently, lowers, not heightens, effects; his sole 
aim apparently was to tell the story in his own words, and his sole 
method was to change his originals, result as it might... I think it 
can also be shown that the resemblances between passages of Luke and 
John are not, as has been held, corrections of Luke by John, but dilutions 

of John by Luke: that the order of the Gospels is therefore Mar, 
Matthew, John, Luke; and the dates I place, tentatively, at 60, 80, 95, 

and 100 a.p. But the present task of the higher critic is not to fix 
exactly the dates of the Gospels, but by the elimination of Luke to see 
exactly what they tell us... Luke has indeed much to answer for; 
indeed, it is an axiom of scholarship that when a historian is found 
wanting in reasonable accuracy he is not to be trusted αὐ all. But it is 
an axiom of common sense that ‘we should not try to get more out of an 
experience than there is in it,’ and we should err grievously if we threw 
all of Luke’s writings overboard simply because, where we can watch him, 
he so often flees from the truth.” 
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Previously Smith had said :— 
“First, and in general, this: that precisely as Luke has been 

eliminated as historically worthless and untrustworthy in all of his 
palpable derivations from Mark, so must he be eliminated in all that he, 
and he alone, has in common with Maithew, such as the distorted and 

widely scattered sayings found in Luke of the Sermon on the Mount. 
About three-fourths or three-fifths of Luke is thus set aside as negligible if 
not actually harmful, and our knowledge of Christ becomes at once more 
definite, if also to some extent more circumscribed.” 

The author of this tirade [another Marcion come to judgment] has 
the effrontery to close his article, after accepting in toto the parables of 
the Prodigal Son and the Good Samaritan, with these words: 

“And in thinking of his writings as a whole, we do well to remind 
ourselves that if we possessed only the Gospel according to St. Luke, 
every Christian knee would still bow.” 

And this is offset only ten lines above by the statement previously 
quoted: ‘‘that when a historian is found wanting in reasonable accuracy 
he is not to be trusted at all.” 

The accusations as to the detail of St. Luke’s misdemeanours [outside 
of the ridiculous rehashed nonsense about Josephus] are to be found on 
the first page of the article, and resolve themselves chiefly into these 
trivial, not to say pitiful, selections. I quote the learned author: 

“Proceeding, then, with the other lines of evidence that point to 
Matthew’s priority over Luke, we shall consider first such Markan 
phrases as were changed by Matthew, before they were again changed by 
Luke. (1) Mark 6: 3: ‘Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary?’ 
becomes Matthew 13: 55: ‘Is not this the carpenter’s son? is not his 
mother called Mary?’ which in turn becomes Luke 4: 22: ‘Is not this 
Joseph's son?’ (2) Mark 6:4: ‘A prophet is not without honour, but 

in his own country, and among his own kin, and in his own house’; 

which is shortened to Matthew 18: 57: ‘A prophet is not without 
honour, save in his own country, and in his own house’; which in turn is 

shortened to Luke 4: 24: ‘No prophet is accepted in his own country...’ 
What such shortening by Luke has to do with his accuracy as a 

historian I do not see. Besides which the longer phrase in Mark vi. 4 is 
not certain, textually speaking. 

As to St. Luke’s general reliability, we have a better witness than 
Robinson Smith, for St. Paul, the fellow-traveller of the beloved physician, 
not only seems. to quote St. Luke’s words rather than St. Matthew’s ¢ as 

t See Knox in ‘Some loose Stones’ (p. 45) for a cogent and delightful bit of 
argument here as to the untenable character of the modern scholars’ whole hypothesis, 
which is shown to contain complete self-contradiction. 

1 Tim. v. 18 λέγει yap ἡ γραφή " βοῦν ἀλοῶντα οὐ φιμώσεις (= Deut. xxv. 4) 
και: ἄξιος ὁ ἐργάτης τοῦ μισθοῦ αὐτοῦ 

= Luke x. 7 ἄξιος γὰρ ὁ ἐργάτης τοῦ μισθοῦ αὐτοῦ 
whereas Matthew x. 10 = ἄξιος γὰρ ὁ ἐργάτης τῆς τροφῆς αὐτοῦ, 
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Scripture, and has thus set his seal upon Luke (before 65 A.D.), but in his 

second epistle to the Corinthians (viii. 18) has these commendatory 
remarks : 

“συνεπέμψαμεν δὲ τὸν ἀδελφὸν pet’ αὐτοῦ οὗ ὁ ἔπαινος ἐν 
τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ διὰ πασῶν τῶν ἐκκλησιῶν," 

which have generally been taken to apply to St. Luke. 
And Tertullianrioniv.5 gays: Nam et Lucae digestum Paulo ad- 

scribere solent...Lucae autem quod est secundum nos, 

It is easy enough to turn the tables on the bypercritics by pointing 
out that it may be St. Mark who “ flees from the truth” by amplification 
rather than St. Luke who “distorts” Scripture by a shortening process. 

St. Luke writes in iv. 40 Δύνοντος δὲ τοῦ ἡλίου 

St. Mark ,, ,, 1.32 "Owias δὲ γενομένης ὅτε ἔδυ ὁ ἥλιος 

St. uke v.15 διέρχετο δὲ μᾶλλον 6 λόγος περὶ αὐτοῦ 
St. Mark 1.45 Ὃ δὲ ἐξελθὼν ἤρξατο κηρύσσειν πόχλλα καὶ διαφημίζειν'. 

τὸν λόγον. .. 

St. Luke vi. 8. ὁπότε ἐπείνασεν αὐτὸς καὶ of μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ 
St. Mark ἢ, 25 ὅτε χρείαν ἔσχεν kal ἐπείνασεν αὐτὸς καὶ οἱ μετ᾽ αὐτοῦ 

St. Luke ΧΙ. 18 εἰ δὲ καὶ ὁ σατανᾶς ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν διεμερίσθη πῶς σταθή- 
σεται ἣ βασιλεία αὐτοῦ; 

St. Mark 11. 26 καὶ εἰ ὁ σατανᾶς ἀνέστη ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν ἐμερίσθη καὶ οὐ 

δύναται στῆναι ἀλλὰ τέλος ἔχει 

St. Luke vill. 6 καὶ ἕτερον κατέπεσεν ἐπὶ τὴν πέτραν ρ 7 

St. Mark lv. 5 καὶ ἄλλο ἔπεσεν ἐπὶ τὸ πεπρῶδες ὅπου οὐκ εἶχεν γῆν 
πολλήν 

50, Luke viii. 8 καὶ φυὲν ἐποίησεν καρπὸν ἑκατονταπλασίονα 

St. Mark iv. 8 καὶ ἐδίδου καρπὸν ἀναβαίνοντα καὶ αὐξανόμενον 

St. Luke νὴ]. 94. καὶ ἐπαύσαντο καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη 

St. Mark iv. 89 καὶ ἐκόπασεν ὁ ἄνεμος καὶ ἐγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη 

St. Luke viii. 89 ὑπόστρεφε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου 
St. Mark v.19 ὕπαγε εἰς τὸν οἶκόν σου πρὸς τοὺς σούς 

St. Luke ibid. καὶ διηγοῦ ὅσα σοι ἐποίησεν ὁ θεός 
St. Mark ibid. καὶ ἀπάγγειλον αὐτοῖς ὅσα ὁ κύριός σοι πεποίηκεν καὶ 

ἐλέησέν σε 

St. Luke viii. 41 παρεκάλει αὐτὸν εἰσελθεῖν εἰς τὸν οἶκον αὐτοῦ 
St. Mark v.23 καὶ παρακαλεῖ (vel παρεκαλεῖ) αὐτὸν πολλὰ λέγων ὅτι 

τὸ θυγάτριόν μου ἐσχάτως ἔχει (καὶ θέλω) ἵνα 

ἐλθὼν ἐπιθῇς τὰς χεῖρας αὐτῇ ἵνα σωθῆ καὶ ζήσῃ 

St. Luke viii. 47 ἰδοῦσα δὲ ἡ γυνὴ ὅτε οὐκ ἔλαθεν τρέμουσα ἦχθεν 
St. Mark v.33 ἡ δὲ γυνὴ φοβηθεῖσα καὶ τρέμουσα εἰδυῖα ὃ γέγονεν 

ΓΚ. 
αὐτῇ 
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St. Luke viii. 52 ὁ δὲ εἶπεν μὴ κλαίετε 
St. Mark v. 89 καὶ εἰσελθὼν λέγει αὐτοῖς τί θορυβεῖσθε καὶ κλαίετε; 

St. Luke ix. 28 .. . εἰς τὸ ὄρος προσεύξασθαι 
St.Mark ix. 1. . . εἰς ὄρος ὑψηλὸν κατ᾽ ἰδίαν μόνους 
St. Matt. xvii. 1. . . εἰς ὄρος ὑψηλὸν κατ᾽ ἰδίαν 

St. Luke xviii. 28 ὁ δὲ ἀκούσας ταῦτα περίλυπος ἐγένετο 
St. Mark ΣΧ. 22 ὁ δὲ στυγνάσας ἐπὶ τῷ λόγῳ ἀπῆλθεν λυπούμενος 

St. Luke xviii. 80 πολλαπλασίονα ἐν τῷ καίρῳ τούτῳ 
St. Mark x. 80 ἑκατονταπλασίονα viv ἐν τῷ καίρῳ τούτῳ 

St. Luke xxi. 4 ἅπαντα τὸν βίον ὃν εἶχεν ἔβαλεν 

Si. Mark xii. 44 πάντα ὅσα εἶχεν ἔβαλεν ὅλον τὸν βίον αὐτῆς 

St. Luke xxi. 80 ὅταν προβάλωσιν ἤδη ᾿ 
St. Mark = xiii. 28 ὅταν αὐτῆς ἤδη ὁ κλάδος ἁπαλὸς γένηται καὶ ἐκφύῃ τὰ 

φύλλα 
St. Luke ibid. ᾿ γινώσκετε ὅτι ἤδη ἐγγὺς τὸ θέρος ἐστίν 

St. Mark xiii. 29 γινώσκετε ὅτι ἐγγύς ἐστιν ἐπὶ θύραις 

St. Luke xxii.12 . . . δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον 
St. Mark xiv.15 . . . δείξει ἀνάγαιον μέγα ἐστρωμένον ἕτοιμον 

St. Luke xxiii. 26 - ... Σεμ. teva Κυρην. ἐρχόμενον an’ ἀγροῦ 
St. Mark xv.21 . . . παράγοντά τινα Σιμ. Κυρην. ἐρχόμενον ἀπ᾽ ἀγροῦ 

St. Luke xxiii.35 .. . ἄλλους ἔσωσεν, σωσάτω ἑαυτόν... 

St. Mark xv. 32 . . . ἄλλους ἔσωσεν, ἑαυτὸν οὐ δύναται σῶσαι. . ἵνα 
ἴδωμεν καὶ πιστεύσωμεν 

St. Matt. xxvii.42 ἄλλους ἔσωσεν, ἑαυτὸν οὐ δύναται σῶσαι... καὶ 
πιστεύσωμεν ἐπ᾽ αὐτόν 

St. Luke xxiv. 1 Τῇ δὲ μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων ὄρθρου βαθέως . .. 
St. Mark xvi.1,2 Καὶ διαγενομένου τοῦ σαββάτον... καὶ λίαν πρωϊ τῇ 

μιᾷ τῶν σαββάτων. .. 

We have been taught that the“ shorter’’ text is not only the more 
desirable but must represent basic conditions of Aoya or of “Q.” 

Why should St. Luke then “flee the truth” here because he gives 
us the shorter accounts? Why should not St. Mark have amplified 
the accounts? Why are we to be forced into acquiescence in the theory 
that Mark formed the basis for Matthew and Luke in these synoptic 
passages, if it was not the imaginary “ Q”’ ? ; 

As to St. Luke “fleeing the truth,” as against unnecessary Semitic 
redundancy in Mark, the matter is ridiculous. Supposing St. Luke did 
use St. Mark, was it necessary for him to copy word for word. I suppose 
St. Luke could have employed someone to copy Mark had he wished to 
do that. He simply supplements Mark, giving us those wonderful 
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parables that all the critics accept. Why cannot they leave the beloved 
physician alone, if, writing for Greeks, he prefers his own language as a 
historian ? 

As to the Josephus business it is not creditable to seek to make 
Luke dependent on Josephus, when on similar occasions we are assured 
that sub-apostolic Fathers are not dependent on the N.T. writings but 
on ἃ “lost source common to both.”” We cannot argue both ways. If 
this be true of sub-apostolic Fathers we must allow St. Luke and 
Josephus also to be dependent on a common lost source. 

As to the Gospel of John,} Burkitt treats it as of no account whatever. 
But the grounds of this disbelief apply equally to the Gospel of Mark, 

for quotations from Mark are practically nil in the earliest times. The 
critics first sought to destroy St. John’s Gospel as a historical document. 
Next they decided that St. Matthew’s Gospel t was not prior to that of 
St. Mark, although the earliest Patristic testimony is all in favour of St. 
Matthew. Now Smith tells us that St. Luke is an absolute liar. We 
are left with Mark, the shortest in matter, the most ample in substance. 

Yet it has not as great claims to historic priority, as evidenced by early 
quotations, as the other Gospels. Are we eventually to be left with 
nothing? Is all this fine criticism simply bent upon pulling the house 
down upon its ears ? 

I take the liberty of speaking out thus without mincing matters 
because no one else seems to care to do so, and to handle the matter 

with gloves and soft phrases seems to me would be unfaithful. 
Shall we not do well to attend to the textual side of the problem 

before indulging in the vain imaginings and superficial flights of the 
“higher” criticism? Are we really better and more capable critics than 
Tertullian? Tertullian does not consider that St. Luke “ distorted” 
the sermon on the mount. 

t Yet Tertullian’s order is (1) John, (2) Matthew, (8) Luke, (4) Mark (cf. Scrivener’s 
and Gregory’s Introductions) and Tertwllian’s words (against Marcion iv. 2) are: 
“ Denique nobis fidem ex apostolis Johannes et Matheus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas 
et Marcus instaurant.” 

¢ But see the refutation of this in ‘S. Mark’s indebtedness to S. Matthew,’ by 
F. P. Badham (T. Fisher Unwin, London, 1897), and note the lists in chapter iii. 
Then read the words of introduction there and run on to ch. iv. p, 88 for the continuation 
of the author’s summary, as follows :— 

“Of course in many of these cases, considered separately, the obligation might be 
in either direction—S. Matthew might have pruned, toned down, &e.—but considering 

them all together one can see that there is a unity on the positive side and not on the 
negative. To suppose that S. Matthew had predilections exactly antithetical to those 
of S. Mark is to suppose a literary miracle... What an extraordinary conception of 
5. Matthew we are driven to by the hypothesis that the precise vivid details of 5. Mark 
are original! For these details are absent from 5. Matthew one and all, and if the 
Matthaean narratives are to be derived from those in St. Mark, the conclusion is 

inevitable that the author of the former was unprecise, unpicturesque deliberately!” 
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Dean Inge on St. Paul. 

“ How do ye say we are wise and the law of the Lord is with us? Lo the false pen 
of the scribes hath wrought falsely” (Sept: “ In vain hath wrought the false pen of the 
scribes ”).{—Jerem. viii. 8. 

Before concluding I wish to pass in review a still more recent article 
(Jan. 1914) in the English Quarterly Review on “St. Paul” by the 
Dean of St. Paul’s. 

In the list of authorities under review heading his article I miss the 
German writer Drews’ scurrilous and unscholarly volume entitled Tux 
Curist ΜΎΤΗ, in which he wrote (3 ed., p. 207, on “the Pauline Jesus”): 

“At the present day it will be acknowledged by all sensible people 
that, as Ed. von Hartmann declared more than thirty years ago, without 
Paul the Christian movement would have disappeared in the sand just as 
the many other Jewish religions have done ;” 

yet Dean Inge takes precisely the same line as Drews, and, while 
perhaps he may not be pleased to be coupled with Drews, it is clear that 

the same school of thought animates the infidel and the Churchman. 
Dean Inge sums up thus (p. 68) : 

“Tt is impossible to guess what would have become of Christianity 
if he (Paul) had never lived; we cannot even be sure that the name of 

Jesus would still be honoured amongst men.” 

Thus the same view is held by the atheist and antichrist Drews as 

that put forth soberly and solemnly at the close of his article by a high 
dignitary of the Episcopal Church. 

Is it true then that without Paul Christianity would be dead ? 
To accept this view is to deny the Paraclete’s presence, to deny the 

Saviour’s Godhead, and to belittle God the Father to a degree! 
If instead of following Drews, it had been said by Dean Inge that 

Paul happened to be the Master's ‘chosen vessel” to convey the 

message to the Gentiles, that his letters had been inspired by His grace, 
and preserved to us by His agencies, it would have been sufficient. As 
it stands the Dean’s expression seems to point to the survival of 
Christianity depending fortuitously upon Paul’s personality—surely a 
very travesty of the Christian verities ! 

Unfortunately modern “ scholars” delight in the crudest and most 
irreligious utterances, if they can only thereby show that they are free 
and untrammelled thinkers. : 

There were many others besides Paul. In the Didache for instance 
(that ante-Barnabas document) occurs a sentence even more noble than 

any appearing in 1 Cor. xv., viz. (Did’”- §) : 
εἰ yap ἐν τῷ ἀθανατῳ κοινωνοί ἐστε, πόσῳ μᾶλλον ἐν τοῖς θνητοῖς. 

The trouble is that the ‘scholarship’ of the last few years is 

+ A-V is apparently “ conflate.” 
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painfully arrogant and seems to think that it has made great discoveries. 
All this appears in the Dean’s article again and again. He says: 

(p. 46) “It is only in our own day that the personal characteristics 
of St. Paul have been intelligently studied... It has been 
left for the scholars of the present century to give us ἃ 
picture of St. Paul as he really was.:.” (Then he goes 
on to describe the picture: ‘a man much nearer to 
George Fox or John Wesley than to Origen or Calvin.” 
This is almost laughable. Have ‘modern scholars’ 
discovered this indeed? The only suggestion I would 
offer is that the comparison is a little inverted. George 
Fox and John Wesley were men much nearer to St. Paul 
than to Origen or Calvin. Why should St. Paul take the 
low place in the form of the comparison ?) 

(p. 47) “The ‘Pastoral Epistles’ are probably not genuine, though 
the defence of them is not quite a desperate undertaking.” ¢ 

(p. 52) “A curious indication which has not been noticed is that as 
he tells us himself he five times received the maximum 
number of Jashes from Jewish tribunals.” 

(p. 63) “The Evangelist whom we call St. John is the best com- 
mentator on Paulinism. This is one of the most important 
discoveries of recent New Testament criticism.” Indeed! 

(p. 66) “..though it is only recently that this character of the 
Pauline churches has been recognised.” 

(The Dean bas been fondling the word ‘mystery-religion’ and apply- 
ing it to St. Paul’s Christianity and Churches; one sentence runs: 
“Second, the promise of spiritual communion with some Deity.” 
Observe the calculated subtlety of the comparison here between the 
mystery-cults of the Greeks and the mystery-religion of the Christians). 

As to the quotation from p. 47—* The Pastoral Epistles are probably 
not genuine’’—who says so? Only some critics; { and these gentlemen 
are never agreed among themselves on other matters. Yet the Dean 
reads from these same pastoral Scriptures in public, and accepted them 
(1, 2 Timothy, Titus, Philemon) when ordained, which ordination 
embodied a continuous declaration, not to be put aside at will by anyone 
while still within the Church. The question is “Do you unfeignedly 
believe all the Canonical Scriptures of the Old and New Testament?” 
Answer : “I do believe them.” I am aware that a movement is on foot 
to modify this declaration (which would indeed open the way to a grand 
muddle), but the adage of a great churchman— 

“ Philosophia quotidie progressu, Theologia nisi regressu, non crescit "— 

tt Ramsay: ‘ The Church in the Roman Empire,’ pp. 248 and 365 note, accepts them 
as genuine. How then can Inge write as he does when a modern scholar such as Ramsay, 

of surpassing eminence, endorses them? Dean Inge himself, speaking at the Lyceum 
Club (circa May 10, 1914), is reported to have referred to “the advice which St. Paul 
gave to Timothy,” and then to have quoted 2 Tim. ii. 3! 
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may be recommended to these progressive churchmen. If we abandon 
the Epistles to Timothy today, the critics of tomorrow may restore 
them.t If we abandon Ephesianst today, its Pauline authority may 
be fully established tomorrow. 

In order to accept the views which ‘modern scholarship ’ presses 
upon us in so cavalier a fashion, we must believe that Tertullian and 

Irenaeus before a.D. 200 were worse judges of the Canon than critics of 
today. Tertullian does not hesitate to use Ephesians|) as a Pauline 

epistle and sets his seal on both epistles to Timothy as Scripture in 
many places. 

In Tertullian’s treatise de pudicitia he quotes from 1 Tim. i. in 
chapter xiii. several times. Then follows this up in chapter xiv. by 
using the apostle’s own description of himself in 1 Tim. i. 1 and 
2 Tim. i. 1. He writes Pudic xiv. near the end - 

“ne scilicet Paulum apostolum Christi, doctorem nationum in fide 
et veritate, vas electionis...” : 

He also quotes from Titus and has confirmed Philemon in Meteion v.21; 
“To this epistle alone did its brevity avail to protect it against the 
falsifying hands of Marcion. I wonder however when he received [into 
his Apostolicon] this letter which was written to but one man,{ that he 
rejected the two epistles to Timothy and the one to Titus, which together 
treat of ecclesiastical discipline.” 

Is Tertullian then not a better witness than Marcion? Must we 
class Dean Inge also with the Marcionites? What better proofs do we 
require than Tertullian’s express testimony ? Can the ‘modern scholars’ 
give us anything as ancient against the Pauline authorship? For 
Marcion is clearly out of court and always has been. 

Or is it that ‘modern scholars’ are impatient of ‘ ecclesiastical 
discipline,’ referred to by Tertullian as contained in the letters ? 

To whom but St. Paul himself can 1 Tim. i. 13 refer ?— 
‘*, formerly being a blasphemer and a persecutor and 
an overbearing ungovernable man. But I obtained mercy 
because I did it ignorantly in unbelief”; or again: 

2 Tim. i. 16,17 “The Lord give mercy unto the house of Onesiphorus, 
for he oft’ refreshed me and was not ashamed of my 
chain, but when he was in Rome he sought me out 
very diligently and found me”; or again: 

ss i. 9 “Wherein I suffer evil wnto bonds as a malefactor, but 

the word of God is not bound’’; or again: 
τὴ iii. 11 “ Persecutions, afflictions, what, things befell me in 

+ The arguments against them are absolutely inconclusive. 

t P. 47: “ Of the rest the weight of asnionan® is slightly against the Pauline authorship 
of Ephesians.” 

|| Whether this epistle was ‘addressed ‘6 those at Ephesus or elsewhere matters not. 
{| See Bishop Wordsworth’s very beautiful remarks about the letter to Philemon. 
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Antioch, in Iconium, in Lystra, what persecutions I 

endured. But out of them all the Lord delivered 

me’; or again: 
2 Tim. iv. 11 ‘ Only Luke is with me”; 

» iv. 14 “ Alexander the coppersmith did me much evil.” 

Again and again in the pastoral epistles there are exhortations to 
avoid foolish questions, babblings, endless genealogies, profane and old 
wives’ fables, “ἴον (2 Tim. iv. 8) the time will come when they will not 
endure sound doctrine.” 

Is that time upon us ? 

In order that readers may not think that I am unaware of any 
“new” arguments against the genuineness of the pastoral Epistles 
and that such exist, I will frankly confess that I know of no ‘new’ 
arguments against them, and I venture to say that neither does the 
Dean of St. Paul’s. Threadbare arguments there have been, briefly 
referred to by that excellent critic Bishop C. Wordsworth in his N.T., 
p. 434, as to the peculiar phraseology of the Epistles—arguments which 
he dismisses in a few well-chosen words ; but of new arguments against 

them by ‘modern scholars’ where are they, Mr. Dean? I think they 
are in Marcion’s locker. Certainly the suggestion that the heresies 
referred to in the Epistles are of later date than St. Paul’s times is 
absolutely inconclusive and not even probable.t 

We cannot afford to be divorced from the ‘ Pastoral Epistles’ in this 
summary fashion. We regard them as some of St. Paul’s most inspired 
utterances against the wicked unbelief and misbelief of ‘the last times.’ 
Thus the closing admonition of the Ist Epistle to Timothy covers the 
ground magnificently in one sentence : 

“Ὁ Timothy, the (sacred) deposit guard (carefully), turing away 

from the empty babblings and oppositions oF SCIENCE FALSELY so 
CALLED, which some professing, have failed (‘missed the mark’ 

&-V marg) ¢ concerning the faith.” 

( Τιμόθεε τὴν παραθήκην (or παρακαταθήκην, the meaning is the same) 
φύλαξον, ἐκτρεπόμενος Tas βεβήλους κενοφωνίας καὶ ἀντιθέσεις τῆς ψευδω- 

νύμου γνώσεως, ἥν τινες ἐπαγγελλόμενοι περὶ τὴν πίστιν ἠστόχησαν). ἢ 

Has the Anglo-Saxon race outgrown its Bible and the four-fold 
Gospel narrative? To hear the Dean one would think so. He writes 
(p. 45) : “* We know very little in reality of Peter and James and J ohn, of 
Apollos and Barnabas. And of Paul’s divine Master no biography can 
ever be written.” 

T Sse Dr. Lindsay’s explanation of the weakness of Harnack’s position (p. 140 note, 
‘The Church and the Ministry in the early centuries,’ London, 1902). 

Ἑ ἠστύχησαν A-V ‘erred,’ but the meaning is stronger: ‘failed.’ Thrice is this 
word used in Timothy. Elsewhere at 1 i. 6 and at 2 ii. 18. 

|| ‘he verse has been challenged as a later addition, but on flimsy grounds. 
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Observe the absence of the word adequate. The Dean does not 

say ‘‘and of Paul’s divine Master no adequate biography can ever be 

written,” but simply “no biography can ever be written.” We seem 
to feel that he means ‘no biography has ever been written.” 

What is he trying to teach?) That the Gospel-narrative is untrue, 
or only so imperfect that it is useless to ‘modern scholars’? Why 
always harp on the insufficiency of our documents to portray all that 
went on in those days in Galilee? This spirit of unrest is not scholar- 
ship ; it is simply ‘“‘ denying the power.” Oh, for wingéd words to combat 
these stupid heretical suggestions ! 

For suggestions they are. Suggestions full of guile, emanating from 
the false teachers,t false apostles, + false brethren, || false prophets,{ in 

our classrooms ; suggestions that Peter’s memory failed him, that Mark 
suppressed things, and John introduced questionable stories; that Luke 

changed and embroidered, and that none of the Gospellists told the truth ! 
‘Modern scholars’ love to touch on the forbidden ground of the 

speculative philosophies which St. Paul so often condemns in his 
pastoral epistles. They touch upon it and withdraw, but the harm for 
the reader is done. Thus on p. 60, of course the Dean does not mean 
that he approves of any idolatry, yet here is the wording of the sentence: 
“In addressing the Gentiles, we may assume that he followed the 
customary Jewish line of apologetic, denouncing the folly. of idolatry— 

an aid to worship which is quite innocent and natural in some peoples, 
but which the Jews never understood.” 

Reduced to plain English what does this mean? 
Does it mean that although the Jews did not understand it (is 

“‘never” quite accurate, by the way ?), idolatry is nevertheless helpful ? 

Again, pp. 66/67: “It is useless to deny that St. Paul regarded 
Christianity as, at least on one side, a mystery-religion. . . It was as a 
mystery-religion that Europe accepted Christianity . . . And students of 
the New Testament have not yet realised the importance of the fact 
that St. Paul, who was ready to fight to the death against the Judaising 
of Christianity, was willing to take the first step, and a long one, towards 
the Paganising of it. It does not appear that his personal religion was 
of this type. He speaks with contempt of some doctrines and practices 
of Pagan mysteries, and will allow no ‘rapprochement’ with what he 
regards as devil-worship. In this he remains a pure Hebrew. But he 
does not appear to see any danger in allowing his Hellenistic churches to 
assimilate the worship of Christ to the honours paid to the gods of the 
mysteries, and to set their whole religion in this framework, provided 
only that they have no part nor lot with those who sit at ‘the table of © 
demons ’—the sacramental love-feasts of the heathen mysteries.” 

1 2 Peter ii. 1. 1 2 Cor. xi. 13. || Gal. ii. 4. 
Matt. vii. 15, xxiv. 11, Mark xiii. 22, 1 John iv. 1. 
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Now what in the name of common sense does all this mean? Of 
course ‘modern scholars’ understand the tone, the wording, the lesson 

(is there one?) pervading this kind of high-sounding talk. But froma 
churchman to churchpeople it is un-Pauline and un-ecclesiastical. It 
is walking unconcernedly on dangerous ground. It is hinting always at 
an undercurrent of unbelief latent in the ‘modern scholar’s’ inmost soul. 

Hither we have God’s true religion and our mystery-cult is absolutely 
un-pagan and unlike any other in the world, or for Deus let us substitute 
Dit and be done with it, and wipe out all Paul’s striving to inculcate the 
lesson of “ the one true God.” 

But this is not nearly all. For close after this comes another 
astonishing sentence : 

“There is something transitional about all St. Paul’s teaching.” 
This curious λόγιον is left unexplained and followed by a perfectly 
harmless ten lines (bottom of p. 67), but the sting of the word remains. 
There is nothing permanent then about the foundations of Christianity as 
preached by Paul? What does the excellent Dean mean? That things 
which might offend the modern feminine suffragist are to be found in 
Paul's teaching? But he has just disallowed the Epistles in which the 
major part of this teaching occurs! We have to give it up. 

But the Dean is not a consistent writer anyway, for on p. 60 he says 
first of Paul’s language: ‘‘ His Greek, though vigorous and effective, is 
neither correct nor elegant”—and then a few lines below: “ Regarded 
merely as a piece of poetical prose 1 Cor. xiii. is πον than anything that 
has been written in the Greek language since the great Attic prose writers.” 

And is this also a modern discovery ? 

1 have said that Dean Inge is not consistent. We find another 
instance on p. 50. Under verbiage and somewhat elaborate language he 
seeks to impress us with the scholar’s profundity, yet his study of 
Ramsay (cited among his authorities on the first page) is not profound 
enough for him to avoid direct and unnecessary antagonism to Ramsay’s 
views as to St. Paul’s family.t Dean Inge writes (without in tbe 
slightest degree indicating that this is opposed to Ramsay, whom he is 
reviewing inter alios) : 

“St. Paul did not belong to the upper class. He was a working 
artisan, a ‘ tent-maker,’ who followed one of the regular trades of the 
place.” 

Ramsay accounts quite otherwise for St. Paul’s poverty, and I 
cannot but think that Ramsay has the better and more solid foundation 
for his views. In as fine a passage as one can find in bis works, and 
with an almost unerring instinct for happy solutions and inspiring views, 
quite above the clap-trap of the schools, Ramsay describes the scene at 
home after St. Paul’s conversion, the bitter words which must have passed 

t Succinctly stated on pp. 31/37 of ‘St. Paul the Traveller,’ 
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from father to son, incidentally exhibiting, by an ‘e silentio’ method, the 
reality of St. Paul’s conversion, the certainty of his heavenly vision, and 
the permanence of his new views as to religion. He pictures the final 
break with home ties, and our apostle become a wanderer upon the face 
of the earth; then, and only then, driven to take up a trade for his 
living. Not that he learned the trade then, for in accordance with 
custom he had doubtless learned it at home, but that after leaving a 
comparatively affluent family ‘ milieu’ he had to face the world alone 
for the first time. 

Again, a cruel and subtle endeavour is made by referring the ‘ thorn 
in the flesh’ of St. Paul to a predisposition to epilepsy—here again our 
good Dean is following Drews—to account for his ‘visions’ and the 
matter of his conversion. 

It is as subtle as it is cruel, and as cruel as it is subtle, for it is 

introduced some distance away from the main theme of the suxeasion, 
which is discussed as follows: 

“‘ What caused the sudden change which so astonished the survivors 
among his victims? ΤῸ suppose that nothing prepared for the vision 
near Damascus, that the apparition in the sky was a mere ‘bolt from the 
blue,’ is an impossible theory. The best explanation is furnished by a 
study of the apostle’s character” (observe the subtlety of the allusion) 
‘which we really know very well.... - ; 

“‘The vision came in the desert, where men see visions and hear voices 

to this day. They were very common in the desert of Gobi when Marco 
Polo traversed it. The ‘spirit of Jesus,’ as he came to call it, spoke to 
his heart, and the form of Jesus flashed before his eyes. t Stephen had 
been right; the crucified was indeed the Lord from Heaven. So Saul 

became a Christian; and it was to the Christianity of Stephen, not to that 

of James the Lord’s brother, that he was converted.” 

Here the Dean comes out more into the open. Reduced to plain 
English it is this. Paul was an epileptic. The vision he saw took place 
during such an attack. He imagined that Jesus had appealed to him, 
but the vision was no more real than any other which other men from 
that day to this have experienced in the same neighbourhood. He was 
really converted by pondering over Stephen’s attitude and steadfastness. 

Turning back to p. 51 you will find how the Dean falls into line 
about this epilepsy theory. He guards the matter slightly. ‘“ He was 
liable to mystical trances in which some have found confirmation of the 
supposition that he was an epileptic.” That sounds mild, but close by 
he goes on to add that the belief of ‘some’ is also his belief; for he says : 

“He suffered from some obscure physical trouble, the nature of which we 
can only guess. It was probably epilepsy.” He then proceeds to say: - 

“But these abnormal states were rare with him; in writing to the 

+ The Dean means as an epileptic. 
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Galatians he has to go back fourteen years to the date when he was 
‘caught up to the third Heaven.’” This serves a double purpose, 
implying the epileptic fits were rare but none the less real although 
connected with heavenly visions. But does not Dean Inge see that the 
ground is untenable? No man, subject to epilepsy, would have dared to 
imperil the efficacy of his message by falling down in a fit at a critical 
moment. That surely ‘va de soi’ as to Paul’s character. Secondly, the 
long interval between visions stamps them as quite exceptional and as 
having nothing to do with epilepsy, for an epileptic subject could never 
have gone through the long series of trials and privations and hardships 
which fell to the lot of Paul without a frequent recurrence of the malady. 

Nothing loth, however, Dean Inge continues (p. 52): 
“At that time anyone who underwent a psychical experience, for 
which he could not account, believed that he was possessed by a spirit 
good or bad.” 

This is the modern method of argument. If the epilepsy suggestion 
does not work, fall back on a statement such as this, to destroy man’s 

belief in anything superterrestrial. In plain English: ‘If Paul’s visions 
were not due to epilepsy, at any rate he was mistaken in thinking he 
had been near the third Heaven or had any intercourse with the unseen 
world.” Or in other words: ‘‘ We plain matter-of-fact twentieth-century 
theologians reduce all these things to terrestrial terms. We have nothing 
to do with the extra-terrestrial. We profess to believe in God and Jesus 
Christ whom He has sent from Heaven, but really we do nothing of the 

kind. We would like to, but the full evidence, you know, is wanting, and 

pending further light we must just behave like common-sense mortals.” ἢ 
Not content with the denial of the reality of Paul’s communion with 

Christ, Dean Inge also falls foul of St. Luke's predilection for the super- 

natural. He has entirely failed to see that if a physician can believe in the 
supernatural a churchman can also do so, but, as I say, that is beyond the 
churchman of today. He sees the miracle of the awakening Spring and 
“passes by on the other side,” seeking and praying for “‘ more light.” 

This is what the Dean has to say of St. Luke (p. 48) : “...amanof very 

attractive character; full of kindness, loyalty and Christian charity. He 
is the most feminine (not effeminate) writer in the New Testament, and 

shows a marked partiality for the tender aspects of Christianity. He is 
attracted by miracles and by all that makes history picturesque and 

romantic.” This sounds delightful, but wait only a few lines (p. 49): 
“The narrative is coloured in places by the historian’s love for the 
miraculous.” Our critic, observe, does not in his certificate of good 

character i that St. Luke is either ‘sober’ or ‘ truthful.’ 

t One of these days, ingens er, a man who does not believe in are or anything 
extra-terrestrial, will be considered crude, ignorant, uneducated and incapable of appre- 
hending inter-cosmic phenomena (see article by Sir Wm. Barrett, F.2.8., in Contemporary 
Review for June 1914). 

21 
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According to the Dean he is neither. The Dean, like Robinson 

“Smith, makes no apology for calling St. Luke a har. And I make no 
apology for putting this plain interpretation into the Dean’s mouth, for 
here is what he says (only seven lines further down) : 

“ The Greek historian invented speeches for his principal characters ; 
this was a conventional way of elucidating the situation for the benefit 
of his readers. Everyone knows how Thucydides, the most conscientious 
historian in antiquity, habitually uses this device, and how candidly he 
explains his method. Wr CAN HARDLY DOUBT THAT THE AUTHOR OF 
Acts t. HAS USED A SIMILAR FREEDOM, though the report of the address 
to the elders of Ephesus reads like a summary of an actual speech.” 

Could disguised venom, wrapped up in the soft qualifying and slightly 
guarded phrases of the modern school, go further ? 

This kind of thing ecclesiastics do not seem to consider either 
dangerous or heretical. I write as a layman and I solemnly assure them 
that they will reap a whirlwind from this wicked sowing. For wicked 
seeds they are, put forth for our comfort and edification (God save 

the mark !). 

Can it be possible that ecclesiastics not only forget the Master's 
admonitions “ Let your communication be yea yea, nay nay, for whatso- 
ever is more than these (περισσὸν τούτων) is from evil (ἐκ τοῦ πονηροῦ 

ἐστιν), but that they scurrilously suggest that our Lord’s own sub-followers 
were addicted to falsehood and to the literary affectations of the times in 
delivering their solemn message? Messieurs les Ecclésiastiques, allow 
me as a layman to say that such a suggestion is not only unworthy but 

scandalous. And you have no proofs of it to offer. 
What you do offer us is an extrinsic and emasculated Christianity as 

far removed from the real thing as is your own doctrine from that which 
you impnte to Paul with his pure mysticism (p. 53), ‘‘ The mystical 
doctrine of the Spirit of Christ immanent in the soul of the believer, ἃ 
conception which was the core of St. Paul’s personal religion,” only you 

spoil it by using the expression “a conception,” as if Paul had ‘conceived’ 
it and it was not after all real ! : 

Away with your half-truths and your innuendoes or you will soon 

preach to empty benches. 
The early Church which lived according to the precepts of the 

Didache had many notable Evangelists besides St. Paul. Like some of 
Paul’s letters their names have perished or are only briefly recorded in 
the lists of Paul’s co-workers, but who can stand in the silent chambers 
of the p:ivate burial places of great Roman-Christian citizens of the first 
century and not realize that Peter's message, as well as Paul’s, that the 

+ Just above, the Dean practically admits the Lucan authorship of Acts. (This 
comparison with Thucydides evidently comes direct from the classroom of some 

University lecturer.) 
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messages of Luke and Mark and John and Justus, and Apollos, as well as 

those of Timothy, of Silvanus, of Philemon and Sosthenes, of Titus and 

Onesiphorus, Urbanus and Stachys and Apelles, of Crescens and Clement, 
of Tychicus and Artemas, of Erastus and Trophimus, of Ampliatus, of 
Persis, of Zenas and Apollos, of Archippus, of Epaphroditus, Epaphras 
and Aristarchus, of Philologus, of Asyncritus and Patrobas, of Epaenetus, 
Rufus, Hermes, Hermas, Phlegon, of Eubulus, Pudens and Linus, of 

Tertius Paul’s scribe, of Apphia, Prisca and Aquila, of Claudia, of Phebe, 

of Tryphaena and Tryphosa and Julia, contributed to the continuity of 
the Christian Church apart from Paul himself. 

These all standing shoulder to shoulder f fought the heretics of that 
day: Hymenaetus and Philetus, Phygellus and Hermogenes, Demas and 
the rest. They fought them to a standstill for a time. But we,—we,— 
we dally with heresies and toy with fire. I do not lay myself open to 
the rebuke that the above-named represent St. Paul’s own converts, for 
they do not, all of them. Besides St. Paul confesses himself to have 

been refreshed by others (1 Cor. xvi. 17) : ‘‘ But I rejoice at the presence 

of Stephanas and Fortunatus and Archaicus, for that which was lacking 
on your part these have fulfilled. For they have refreshed (ἀνέπαυσαν) ἢ 

my own spirit as well as yours (cal τὸ ὑμῶν). Recognise therefore such 

as these (good) men.” 
Their preaching must then have been, like that of Paul himself, 

productive of far-reaching results. 
Again (Rom. xvi. 7): “ Salute Andronicus and Junias my kinsmen, 

and my fellow prisoners who are of note among the apostles, who also 
have been in Christ before me.” 

Two things stand out here, first that some of Paul’s kinsfolk were 
of the Faith, and secondly a humble recognition that he, Paul, was still 

the “least of the Apostles,” and that the other workers were doing as 
great a work as he himself. 

Has the Dean forgotten St. Paul’s growth in grace? As his 
ministry flourished, so he himself becomes more humble. As Christ 
from the ‘good shepherd’ (John x. 11) becomes the ‘great shepherd ’ 
(Heb. xiii. 20) and then the ‘chief shepherd’ (1 Pet. v. 4), so St. Paul 

decreases: A.D. 57 “1 am the least of the apostles” (1 Cor. xv. 9) 

A.D. 61/3 “less than the least of all saints ” ( Eph. iii. 8) 

A.D. 65? “...sinners, of whom Iam chief” (1 Tim. i. 15) 

In the light of this what does Dean Inge’s sentence mean on Ὁ. 54 ?— 
“Tt does not seem likely that a man of so lofty and heroic character 
was ever seriously troubled with ignominious temptations.” 

t Didache*i-2 πυκνῶς. “πυκνῶς δὲ συναχθήσεσθε ζητοῦντες τὰ ἀνήκοντα ταῖς ψυχαῖς 
ὑμῶν." 

Φ The same word as at Matt. xi. 28 **Come unto me all ye that labour and are 
heavy laden and I will give you rest.” 

212 
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Yet he starts his article thus (p. 45) : 

“With St. Paul it is quite different. He is a saint without a 
luminous halo. His personal characteristics are too distinct and too 
human to make idealisation easy. For this reason he has never been 
the subject of popular devotion. Shadowy figures like St. Joseph and 
St. Anne have been divinised and surrounded with picturesque legends ; 
but St. Paul has been spared the honour or the ignominy of being coaxed 
and wheedled by the piety of paganised Christianity.” 

It is Inge therefore who in the sentence on p. 54 elevates St. Paul 
further above other mortals than the Church has ever elevated St. Joseph 
or St. Anne! 

*Tis a curious bit of writing on p. 54, and implies a strange sub- 
conscious strain in the mind of the Dean. 

But if St. Paul ‘turned the world upside-down” it was only to assist 
in founding through others the glorious heritage which is ours to-day, 
not by human agency, not by any St. Paul—as Drews and Inge suggesi— 
but by Divine agency permitting certain instruments to stand out above 
others, but only ““ by permission.”’ 

This article by the Dean of St. Paul’s Cathedral is cold-blooded, and 
not really scholarly. The whole message is tinged with phrases which 
sound ill in a Dean’s mouth. 

Thus his disquisition on the God of the Old Testament (p. 54/55) is 
a lurid example of what not to write. ‘‘ The distinctive feature of the 
Jewish religion is not, as is often supposed, its monotheism... And 
when Jahveh became more strictly ‘the only God,’ the cult of inter- 
mediate beings came in and restored a quasi-polytheism...” What is 
the Dean talking about? Of Israel’s pure religion or of its lapses ? 

This is dealing with the matter from a purely literary standpoint, a 
point of view which ruined Westcott and Hort’s work on the New 
Testament text, and a standpoint which is as foreign to the spirit of 
the glorious Gospel as anything that can well be imagined. To become 
entangled in folk-lore and to dissociate Paul’s personal religion from 
his teaching (pp. 53, 63, 66) is undignified, to say the least. 

Progress is barred, gentlemen, unless we return to the “ old paths,” 
for there can be nothing new in the religion of Jesus Christ. Hither 
there was one authoritative revelation, and one sacrifice once for all, or 

there was not. No via media exists. ΑἹ] this beating about the bush leads 
but to confusion and apostasy, ‘‘ and if the righteous scarcely be saved, 
where shall the ungodly and the sinner appear ?”’ (1 Peter iv. 18). There 
is one royal road and only one, and that was clearly indicated by others 
besides St. Paul. If Paul had never lived the message would have lived on. 

Therefore when Dean Inge, following Drews, says: 
“ Tt is impossible to guess what would have become of Christianity if he he 
(Paul) had never lived; we cannot even be sure that the name of Jesus 

would still be honoured among men,” 
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we lift our hands in horror and exclaim: Is this ἃ Dean writing? Is this 
his message of consolation to the afflicted, the sin-sick and the sorrowful ? 
Has he understood his hero at all if he writes thus of him? Would not 
St. Paul himself be the most shocked of all of us to read this utter reversal 

of the divine order of events ? 
The Dean means (I will presume this in all charity) that St. Paul 

was the instrument chosen of God to be the chief missionary to the 

nations. If he means only this it is nothing new, and no new discovery 

of these latter days ! 
But if he means that Paul by a series of fortuitous visions during 

epileptic attacks had false views, had imaginary communion with Jesus 

Christ, preached a pure but vain Gospel on shadowy grounds, was not 

“a chosen vessel” but a self-appointed advocate of a religious mystery- 
cult, and but for this delusion would never have preached and written, 

and that it was owing to St. Paul’s delusions that the western world 

embraced Christianity, then I say it is time to call a halt and ask these 

clerics to put their articles into plain and unphilosophical English that 
we may understand, we laymen, what is before us, and decide whether 

or not to leave ‘‘ the Church.” 

In the words of Jeremiah (xxiii. 32) : 
Behold, I am against them that prophesy false dreams, saith the Lord, 

and do tell them, and cause my people to err by their lies and by their 
lightness ; yet I sent them not nor commanded them ; therefore they shall 

not profit this people at all, saith the Lord. 

Let us turn on the other hand to a more helpful view of such 
matters. J 

When a Frenchman applies himself seriously to a deep study I find 
his reasoning more cogent, his conclusions more exhaustive, his explana- 
tions more luminous, his summaries more definite, and his entire critical 

attitude more scientific and profound than the similar series of mental or 
psychic efforts on the part of a German, an Englishman, or an American. 

I would therefore commend a very bright comprehensive and 
thorough-going synopsis of New Testament criticism by André Arnal, 
Professor of Theology at Montauban, which reached me recently from 

a friend, and which appeared in the mid-February number for the 

current year of a periodical called For er Vig, published in Paris. The 

article is entitled “Le Nouveau Testament devant la critique,” and will 

help many to a clearer view of the great issues which are so often confused 

and befogged in the mass of semi-philosophical and pseudo-scientific 

critical literature which rushes at us from every corner of so-called 

Christendom. 
I will quote one pregnant sentence towards the close of this twenty- 

two column article, and urge my readers to obtain and read the whole 
article for themselves. It will do them good, from Dr. Sanday and 
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‘Dr. Harnack down through the rank and file of our critics. They will 
probably agree with every word which Dr. Arnal has printed, and yet 
their doctrine is not set forth at all in the same way. We miss the’ 
dignified constructive character in their works. 

Here is Dr. Arnal’s summary : 
“Tl faut qu’au savoir parfois un peu amer que donne la critique 

s’ajoute le savoir, infiniment plus précieux, que donne |’expérience 
religieuse personnelle ; ἃ l’étude qui veut comprendre doit s’unir la pritre 
qui ne veut qu’adorer. Les deux ne sont pas nécessairement [1668 : c’est 
pourquoi il y a des savants qui manquent de fot, et des croyants qui 
manquent de connaissance. Ni L’UN NI L’AUTRE CONDITION NE SONT 

ENVIABLES POUR QUI VEUT £TRE UN TEMOIN DU CHRIST...” 
“Neither the one (attitude) nor the other condition is desirable for 

anyone who wishes to be a witness for Christ.” This is a true saying. 
The “savants qui manquent de foi” are summed up in 2 Tim. iii. 7: 
“ Ever learning and never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.” 

In the same chapter the “croyants qui manquent de connaissance” are 
assured that the real man of God, to be ‘complete and thoroughly 
furnished unto all good works,” must be thoroughly ‘versed in the 
Scriptures. 

So, insensibly, Dr. Arnal almost uses the language of this Pastoral 
Epistle to illustrate his point, and yet we are asked by such as Dean 
Inge to doubt that St. Paul wrote the Pastoral Epistles. ‘Well, if he did 
not, a greater than Paul then was faithful enough to warn us of the last 
times !—to warn us of those “‘ having a form of godliness but denying 
the power thereof,” and so we find that if Paul had never lived, the name 

of Jesus would not have been forgotten among men, for the writer of the 

Pastoral Epistles has kept alive the deepest truths and teachings of the 
Christian religion. 

Sublime epistles ! whether of Paul or of Apollos or of another mighty . 
servant of God! 

Did a second-century forger then invent the introductions to both 
epistles ?— 
(1 Tim.) Paul an apostle of Jesus Christ by the commandment of God 

our Saviour, and Lord Jesus Christ which is our hope, unto 

Timothy my own son in the faith... . 
(2 Tim.) Paul an apostle of Jesus Christ by the will of God, according to 

the promise of life which is in Christ Jesus, to Timothy my 

. dearly beloved son. 
Perish the thought that “dies sublime prologues of “life” and 

“hope” in Christ Jesus should not be from the pen of Paul. But,—if 
they and the epistles themselves are not of Paul, then Dean Inge’s . 
contention falls to the ground of its own false-weight, for the name of 
Christ would have lived on among men by means of these short and 
superb epistles, even if Paul’s other universally acknowledged Rang 
had perished, or if he himself had never lived. 
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Conclusion. 

Our daily actions are based as much on the experience of the past 
and upon the probabilities of the future as upon our own knowledge 

of what a day may bring forth. We live, in other words, by Faith. 
But Faith seems to have abandoned the circles where the cult of 
both the higher and the lower criticism flourishes. Those in these 
circles desire facts and tangible proof, like Thomas, demonstra- 
tive evidence, τεκμηρίον as St. Luke calls it (Acts i. 3), and do not 

seem to seek this evidence in the proper direction. To revive the 
Egyptian textual standard of s.p. 200-400 is not scientific, and it is 
certainly not final. The truth is scattered over all our documents and 

is not inherent entirely in any one document, nor in any two. Hort 
persuaded himself that where NB were together (as for ἦρεν instead of 
aipe at John x. 18) they must be right. This kind of fetichism must be 
done away with. Other documents having the same base must be con- 
sulted for the necessary “control” in these passages of δὲ and B, such as 
the cursives 892 and Paris”. Nor can we lightly disregard W when in 
opposition to NB. 

A reference to the quotation from Hippocrates on our title-page may 

not be out of place here. The aphorism was well rendered into French 
by A. de Mercy in 1811: 

La vie est courte, Vart est long, Voccasion passe vite, lexpérience est 

trompeuse, le jugement difficile. 
Le médecin doit non-seulement faire ce qué convient, 1L DOIT ENCORE, | 

FAIRE CONCOURIR LE MALADE e¢ ceux quit l'entourent et les choses externes. 

Oh for the Faith of him healed by Peter and John in the name of 
“Jesus Christ the Nazarene,” the result of which is described by St. Luke 
in the medical term ὁλοκληρία “ perfect soundness” (Act ili. 16). May 
‘perfect soundness ” in matters of doctrine and of criticism be restored to 
us, so that like another blind man healed by the Nazarene Himself in a 
twofold operation, we may “look up and see all things clearly ” (Mark 
viii. 25). 

Env oF Part I. 

Tuank GoD, ALL THE SHIFTING TO AND FRO OF TEXTS, ALL RECENSIONS AND 
REVISIONS, AND ALL VARIOUS READINGS, CANNOT TOUCH OR ALTER THE WHOLE BODY OF 
TRUTH AS WE HAVE IT REVEALED TO Us IN Hoty Sorirrure; BUT THE SLUMBERING 
DEPTHS OF Gop’s ETERNAL COUNSELS SHALL REMAIN EVER SAFE FROM THE RIPPLES MADE 
BY THE BREATH OF MAN ON THE SURFACE OF His Worp.—S. C. Malan, From the 

Preface to‘ St. John’s Gospel translated from the eleven oldest versions,’ London, 1862. 
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POSTSCRIPT. 

Referring to pp. 252/255 in re περι or ὕπερ, it is to be noted that 
in the fragment of an “uncanonical Gospel” just published (Vol. X., 
March 1914, Oxyr**) by Grenfell and Hunt, we meet with the expression, 
on folio 2 recto col. 1: 

kat προσεύχεσθε ὑπερ των EXOpav ὑμων ἡ 

and the general language of the fragmentary context of this early 
fourth-century document is more akin to St. Luke’s diction than to 
St. Matthew’s. 
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Latin basic 89/90 118 126 seq 172 seq 445 446 
Latin sympathy with B 17 seg (Matt), 76 seq (Mark), 217 seq (Luke), 310 seq (John) 343 354 359, 417 
Latin and Syriac opposed Introduction p. xiii, 279etc. | 
Laura4' 156 note 165 note δέ passim : 
Leipoldt 318 
Lewis, Mrs, 28 121 note 257 304 336 

Liddell and Scott 15 149note 387 et alibi 
Lindsay, Dr. 477 
“* Lists” of passages : 

ἀπαντησινγυπαντησιν. 25/6 

amevayti/karevavt: 81 8290 κατενωπιον 32 

yapos/vunpay 65 
evera/eveney 49 
ενωπιον εμπροσθεν ἐναντίον 89 179 (coram, ante, in conspectu) 
ewet/ereidn 65 

πρωι πρωιας 64 
“‘Longer”’ text 200 208 286 266 288 291 297 and see Part II. 
«‘Lower” criticism 421/2 : 
Lucian Preface Ὁ. iii, iv, Introduction p. xii, 862 466 
Lucifer 426 et alibi 
Luke's diction 41note 46 216 229 245 seq 290 408:seq 456 seq 457 seq 469seq 481/2 et alibi 

Macarius 390 
Malan 358 360 396 401 487 
Marcion 202 note 211 240 and note 261 276 287 298 428 seq 476 477 
Margin, the, and its uses 301 304 and note 307/9 344 et alibi 
Mark’s diction 114 seq 183 seq 194 
Mark’s Gospel, geographically considered 207 
Mark’s Greek recension 118 122 124 126 140/71 
Mark’s Latin recension 126 seq 133 seq 
Mark's indebtedness to Matthew 473 
“Marsh’s Michaelis 149 note 
Marsh, Bishop 10 
Matthaei, 0. F. 167 317 364 888 898 485 455 456 457, Part IT. p. 356 
Medical language of St. Luke 41note 46 407 seq 
Mercati, Monsignor 440 
“Mercy, A.de 487 
Methodius 225 247 and note 250 et alibi 
Merx, Adalbert Preface p. vi, 1 7 72 118 121 ποίθ 122 128 188 145 208 238 257 283 290 295 335 

347-426 484 487 438 459 460/463 
Mill 398 note 438 
Miracles 481 and note 
“Modern” suggestions 478 481 
Mood, see “ Change of” 
Moulton, W. F. 92 116note 301 456 457 459 
Muralt 123 note 
Mystery religion 475 478 seq 
μέχρι (See under éws) 
weype and ελιγμα 400 
μικρὴν and ολιγον 202 note 
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asseni 423 426 
gatives 284/6 
stle, Dr. 1 133 note 
feutral” text 229 255 268 270 280 281 289 310 314 342 347 368 375 380 387 396 401 420 422 
429 432 et passim 

teutral” and ‘‘ Western” 268 

liceties"’ 58 59 65 242 262 280 283 294 301 376 420 et alibi 
nnus 331 355 374 393 
mber, see ‘‘ Change of ” and “ Transition of” 

sumenius 41 413 and note, and see Part II. p. 188 note 
tission for the worse 296 e¢ alibi 
tative 92etc. (and see under ‘‘ Change of mood "’) 
ler, change of 20 21 39etc. (see under ‘‘ Change of ") 
gen Preface p. ii, 2seq 8 37 60 122 189 155note 159 210 218 note 252 note 268 272 283/9 298 

320 note 323 326 337 344 346 353 355 368 375 380 382 400 402 403/5 414 418 424 435 436 et 

passim (see also under B against Origen) 
igen’s ‘“‘niceties” 10 37 58 65 218 272 283 286 note 353 
)verwhelming evidence” 52 
yrynchus papyri Introduction p. viii seq 488 
"κλῆρια 487 

and τινας i 385/6 
τω and οὐκ 377 
reand cis ro 243 seq 

chymius Preface p. iii 
airs’? 10 11 note 21 57 58 59 60 note 62 63 64 108 113 118 121 128 214 272note 301 349 351 

355 365 376 878 380 381 383 384 385 386 387 398/90 391 393 395 414 
pias 202 
pyri Introduction p. viii seq, 41 167 266 
ris*’ 111 336 note e¢ passim 

tticiples 336 (see under ‘‘ Change of tense”) 
rtitive genitive 38 212 274 461 
storal epistles 475 seq 

ul, St. (See St. Paul) 
rfect tense 339/40 349 et alibi (see under “ Change of tense”’) 
ricope de adult. 334 
rsian version 15 30 261 303 306 308 332 368 394 396 404 435 436 437 433 439 440 441 442 443 
449 450 δὲ alibi 

ter of Alexandria 16 27 313 note 
eter, preaching of’ 423 note 
yron 229 
jleas Preface p. iii 
\ilemon, genuineness of 475 
autus 133 note 176/7 notes 
2onasm, see ‘‘ Redundancy,” and for list of Marcan pleonasms 115 
lycarp 253 419seq 
lyglot text 7 18 275 313 417 
ssessive before the noun 20 21 22 23 24 101 114 233 267 347 et alibi 

e-Alexandrian 270 etc. 
e-Syrian 270 374 ete. 
epositions 52 53 

‘i (exchange of) 19 45 47 52 53 58 68 108 219 282 251/3 = 
inciples of criticism 1 seg 314et alibi Ἢ 
>rovincial” handling 163 note et alibi; see also Part IL. p. 1 

nctuation 100 273 
nand ὑπερ 252/5 488 
ἤθω, πιμπλημι and wAnpow 841,2 
"σευχομαι 239and note 252 > 

σφωνεω 299/90 
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“Q” 41and note 472 

Ramsay, Sir W. 140 459 460 479 
Reason for writing this essay 110 etc. 
Redundancy 51 54 104 112 115 116 118 128 190 201 note 203 269 273 277 279.293 
Retranslation 128 136 140/71 172 note 178 
Revised Version 66 107 120 268 278 808 805 310 818 814 815 319note 324 331 341 342 346 351 

354 359 860 369 371 878 377 880 383 384 395 399 note et alibi 
Robinson, Armytage (Dean of Wells) 423 

Sabatier 383 453 
Salmon, Dr. facing p. xvi, 1 8/9 347 
Sanders, H. A. 124 157note 200 414 
Schaaf 52 360 
Schmidtke, A. 251 393 
Schmiedel, Dr. P. 23 
Scholz 50 138 167 335 344 438 440 455 
Scrivener, Dr. 109 167 315 321 note 383 393 457 438 
Semitic versions 816 δὲ passim 
Septuagint 16note 41 43 53 55/59 63 90 94 118 149note 194 280 841 393,0 419 

“Shorter” text 61 54 76 114 210 211 240 251 258 259 268 270 271 272 273 277 279 281 288 289 
801 818 369 429 seq 435 438 ct alibi; and see ‘‘ Longer” text. 

Smith, Robinson 469 seg 
Soden, Hans von 27 246 note 373 note 

»  Hermannyon 6 141 414 425 454 461 465 et passim (see also Part II. passim) 
ων » Review οὐ 460 

Sclecisms of B, see “ Unique readings” 
Souter, A. Preface p. iand note, ii, v, 3 24 27 48 73 note 83 1035/7 119 144 237 note 257 258 263 

283 301 note 308 310 313 314 318 331 341 342 8345/7 377 878 381 note 332 383 385 note 391 
Spelling 388 and note et alibi; cf. “‘ Form” 
St. Paul's conversion 480 
» 9 diction 55/6 253 265 note 
» family 479 483 
» » §rowthin grace 483 
» »» language 479 

» x malady 480 
ἣ » teaching 479. 

»» Visions 480 481 
Swete, Dr. Preface p. iii (and see Part IT. p. 188 note) 
Symbols of mss 484 

Synonyms 31 seg (Matt) 46 49 55 65 67 73note 80 89 seq (Mark) 112 140seq 201, 242 (Luke) 
311/18 840 seq (John) 408 416 

Synoptic accommodation 24 104 105 106 107 253 254 267 268 273 274 277 280 237 288 
Synoptic diction 15 26 27 31 32 33 38 41note 48 46 48 61 64 67 68 83 84 97 198 135 211 212 

237 275 276 288 292 298 295 296 314 409 410 411 424note 
Synoptic source 41 (and see under “ Harmonistic ”) 
Syriac interaction Introduction p. xiii 
Syriac and Latin opposed Introduction, p. xiii, 277 etc. 
Syriac and Latin with B against Coptic 241 
Syriac and Coptic with B against Latin 242 
Syriac Latin and Ooptic with B 241 289 
Syriac sympathy with B 28 seq (Matt), 88 (Mark), 231 (Luke) 240 274, 300 382(John) 348 

Tatian Introduction p, xii, xiii, 44 195 280 
Tense, see ‘‘ Change of ” 

Tertullian 14 55 132 140 note 204/5 208 219 249 250 276 300 301 808 829 356 359 ἽΝ 888 
401 425 429note 449 463 464 471 473 476 et saepe 

Textus receptus 485 seq 456 et alibi 
Thackeray, Εἰ. St.J. 116note 264 281 293 
Theodore Preface p.iii 
Theodotus 4928/4 



GENERAL INDEX. 497 

Theophilus of Antioch 250 425/6 
Theophrastus 412 
Thucydides 482 
Tischendorf Preface p.v, 20note 23 29 37 41 43 45 47 55 and note 60 80 83 86 87 93 94 100 note 

101 106 108 113 117 123 note 144 note 147 157note 162 note 167 note 185 note 192 note 193 note 
196 note 200 204 note 205 213 note 214 226 227 237 238 244 259 268 269 273 275 278 280 283 

290 292 294 300 303 308 314 note 318 319 320 321note 322 323 324 325and note 326 328 note 

329 330 336 339 844 345 350 351 360 note 364 367 371 note 373 375 37 and note 8388 385 note 

386 389 391 note 393 396 397 399 404 405 note 407 note 429 note 432 435 436 437 438 440 442 
445 446 449 450 452 453 455 459 

Transition of number 55 seq 
Tregelles 99 238 295 382 442 

Turner, C.H. Preface p. v, Introduction p. vii seg, 23 195 841 860 note 412 seg 427 428 457 

τεκμήριον 487 

τινας and obs i and 8385/6 
τοινυν 284 

Underlying Greek text 313 328 οὐ alibi 
Unique readings in B 14 seq (Matt), 74 seq (Mark), 208 seq (Luke) 266, 299 seq (John) 
ὕμων and ὑμιν 356 seg 
ὑπερ and περι 252/5 488 

Valentinians 70 424 
Verbs, simple and compound Jntroduction p. x, 54 59 109 228 229 248 255 275 284/5 288 292 294 

344/7 (Jo. iv. 15) 
Verdict, the 465 

Versions, influcnce of 65/66 357/8 375 378 462 et passim 
‘‘ Version tradition” 313 346 463 seq et alibi 
Vogels, H.J. 462 
Voice, see ‘‘ Change of” 

W 727781 S2note 99 102 note 118 136 143 150 151 173 183 239 note 240 note 249 251 414 et alibi 

saepe 
Wb 118 note 
Wd 182 
We 72 180 173 196/7 et sacpe 
W be 78 199 200etc. 
‘*Wanderworte ” 438 
Westcott 139 406 
Western non-interpolations 271 
“Western” text 8 259 268 271 377 et passim 
Wetstein 109 118 167 344 398 note 

Wiclif 56 note 
Winer, ‘Grammar’ of 57 note 92 94 218 note 264 281 285 286 293 301 456 457 458 

Wordsworth and White 54note 119 311 893note 414 

Wordsworth, Bp. Ὁ. 476 note 477 

χρήματα and κτηματα 15 199 

χωρις and avev 202 note 

For THE LIST OF SCRIPTURAL QUOTATIONS OCCURRING IN BOTH Part 1. anp Parr II, consutr 

tHE INDEX aT THE END OF VoLUMmx II, 



Note - This book was originally posted FREE at www.archive.org 

Many other Free Ebooks available there. 

Books for your consideration 

It would be a mistake to suggest that we agree with all of the 

books we will list below. No book or author is perfect, and 
neither is this list. 

However, there is material in these sources, that do relate 

to the topic of the book in which this list is found, and these Ebooks 

are therefore listed for your potential consideration. 

Agree or disagree with them, Freedom of Choice and thinking 

belong to each individual. Make up your own mind. 

Codex B and Allies by Hoskier (review of Vaticanus, Sinait. and NKJV) 
Relevant to all versions and manuscripts, including Tischendorf, 

Wescott & Hort, J White, Burgon, Riplinger, Cumbey, etc 

Battle for the Bible by Professor Harold Lindsell 

All books by John William Burgon, Oxford, including 

Revision Revised 

New Age Bible Versions by Riplinger (often attacked though not 

much substantiated against, her own videos are available online 

and for Free) [Hidden Dangers of Rainbow by C.C. Is an old Standby 
as is New Age Messiah by same]. A Time of Departing by Youngen, 

and Deceived on Purpose by Warren Smith are relevant here. 

Greek Text for comparison should be the 1550/51 version of 
Stephens(Estienne) [Textus Receptus] also versions 1860 Scrivener 
or Cura P.Wilson. 

Canon of the Old and New Testaments by Alexander (Princeton) 

All Books by George Stanley Faber (watch for other fabers) 

All books by Robert D. Wilson 

All Books by R.A. Anderson 

Sources of the Koran by Sir William Muir is significant in Textual 
Criticism concerning Apocryphal and Islamic literature, though not 

always in other contexts. 




